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whose Generous and Inspiring Spirit will never be forgotten 
by those of us who knew him. 
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A Platonist, 
for some 40 years he has been a profound influence in the lives of many, 
and his dedication and vision encouraged in others the same spirit, 
bringing them to recognize the depth of their own being: 
For his own pursuit drew others to that 
which all rational men deeply respect and are in awe οἵ. 
--Pierre Grimes 


PROCLUS’ 
TIPOKAOY 


COMMENTARY ON PLATO’S PARMENIDES 
TON ΕΙΣ TON ΠΛΑΤΩ͂ΝΟΣ ΠΑΡΜΕΝΙΔΗΣ 


BOOK SIX 
BIBAION EKTON 


Parmenides: 10 Well then, if One exists , could The One not be Many in some other way ? 
137c Evev δηὴ , ELEVEOTIV, OAV TO EVOLKEIN πολλα τι QAO ; 
Aristotle: How could It be ? (πὼς av yap ;) 
Parmenides: Accordingly then , neither can any part belong to It , nor can It be a Whole . 
apa ovte dl UEPOG ALTOL OVTE ALTO ξιναι OAOV. 
Aristotle: Why is that so then ? 
τι δη; 


It must first be brought to light , concerning how Parmenides arrived at such 
Πρῶτον avanednvev(datva) περι πῶς ο Παρμενιδης μετιοῦσι τοσοῦτον 

a number of the hypotheses , such as it surely is , so as to take the inquiry into consideration from 
το πληθος TOV ὑποθεσεῶν, οσον δη καὶ ἐστιν, ὥσπερ ἡμῖν τὴν CHTNOL EMLOKETTEOV εξ 
the beginning . For whether there are four , or six , or eight , or nine , or ten hypotheses 
apyns.yap Eite εἰσιν tettapss , εἴτε εξ, E1TE OKT , ELITE EVVED, EITE SEKA αἵ ὑποθεσεις 
it is worth seeing , from what source this number is derived. And since one may perhaps first 
αξιον KATLOELV , ποθεν τοῦτο TO πληθος παρεισεδὺ. Kat yap τις αν μηποτξ πρώτην 
logically raise the difficulty , that the majority might be superfluous , and contribute nothing to 

λογικῶς απορήσειξ αι πλειοὺς παρελκουσιν, και οὐδεν προς 
the method under discussion . For accordingly then , from this difficulty we have two hypotheses 
τὴν μεθοδον ξιρημδνὴν. γὰρ apa Amo ταῦτης EexopEev δυο ὑποθεσεις 
only if indeed any. The one that, “If The One exists”, the other, “If The One does not exist”, what 
μονας .ξῖπερ : τὴν μὲν ει TOEV ἔστι, τὴν δὲ δι μη sotl, τι 
must be the result ? But more than this , there are not , if indeed we remember the rules/standards 
χρη συμβαινειν ; dé Πλειοὺς tovtwv εἰσιν οὐκ, δεἰγε μεμνημεθα τῶν κανονῶν 
we mentioned earlier . How then , have so many arisen instead of two ? Thus , I wish to respond 

Tposipnusvav . Πῶως ovv τοσαῦται yeyovaoly avtt δυοιν ; 6n Βούλομαι anavtnoas 
to this enquiry first , and in this way , bring under close examination 
προς ταῦτην τὴν ζητησιν πρῶτον, OLTO αντιλαβεσθαι πραγματειώδους τῆς εξετασεῶς 
the subjects being proposed . And surely then , I also say that the number of the hypotheses is 


τῶν TPOKELLEVOV . Και dn καὶ λδγω το πληθοὺς τῶν ὑποθεσξῶν 
clearly revealed to follow in accord with the defining terms upon which the hypotheses is based . 
αναπεφανθαι aKkoAov0ac τοις OPOIC , εξ ὧν ῃ ὑποθεσις. 


For if The One is , five hypotheses would arise according to the different natures of The One ; 
γὰρ ELTE TO EV EOTL , MEVTE ὑποθεσεις AV YEVOLVTO δια τὴν διαφορον LTAPELV τοὺ EVOG , 
concerning which , we have also shown previously. If ‘The One does not exist , four would arise , 


ο Kal δνεδειξαμεθα προτερον : ELTE μηξστι,  TETTAPES , 
according to the different concepts of non-Being . For The One is meant in three ways ; the one , 


Sta τὴν SLAMOPOV ENLVOLAV TOD EN οντος. yap To sev τε λέγεται τριχῶς, TO μὲν 
as Superior to Being , the other , as coordinate with Beings , and another as subordinate to Being . 


ὡς KPELTTOV TOD OVTOG , TO δὲ WG σύστοιχον τῶ OVTL, το SOE WS ὑφειμενον TOD OVTOG: 


And non-Being is meant in two ways , the one , as the complete denial of Being , the other , as 
καὶ TO μη OV διχῶς, τομὲν ὡς μηδαμῶς ον, TO OE ὡς 
that which exists in one way , but does not exist in another way. Necessarily then , by the 
ον μενπη.. οὐκ OV δὲ πη. Αναγκαιῶς τοῖνῦν oO 
argument proceeding according to all the meanings of these two defining terms , it causes the 
λογος προιῶν κατα TAVTA TA ONLALVOLEVA τῶν TOVTAV δυο ορῶν τας 
hypotheses to proliferate . On the one hand , in The First Hypothesis , it enquires how The One 
1040 ὑυποθεσεις ποικιλλει: μεν εν TY TPOTH ζητῶν πῶς TO EV 
has to be Superior to both Being Itself , and to all the others , but on the other hand , in 
EXEL TO KPELTTOV προς TE TOV OVTOG EALTO καὶ TPOG TA AAA : δὲ δν 
The Second Hypothesis , how The One is Conjoined with Beings ; then in The Third Hypothesis , 
τὴ δεύτερα . πῶς TO τῶ σῦνον οντι : ὃξ EV THTPITH ; 
how The One is related to those that are subordinate to both Being Itself and to The Others ; 
TOG TO EV EXEL TO KATASEEOTEPOV προς TE TOL OVTOG ALTO καὶ MPOG TA AAA , 
then in The Fourth Hypothesis , how the others that participate of The One are related both to 
δὲ EV TH TETAPTN , TMG τα ἀλλα μετασχοντὰα TOV EVOG εξἕει TE προς 
themselves and to The One ; then in The Fifth Hypothesis , how the others that do not partake 
αὐτὰ και προς TO EV : OF EV τῇ πεμπτη .πῶς τὰ ἀλλὰ μη μεταάσχοντα 
of The One are related both to themselves and to The One . Then , in The Sixth Hypotheses , how 
TOD EVOG ἔξει TE προς ALTAKALTMPOG TO EV: δὲ EV τῇ EKTH , πὼς 
The One , if it does not exist , in the sense that it exists in one way , but does not exist in another , 
TO EV, El μηξστιν, OvTMG ὡς ον μὲν πῇ dE μη ον πη 
is related to both Itself and to others ; then in The Seventh Hypothesis , how The One, if It does 
εἕει προς TE ALTO καὶ TA GAAG: dE EV TH εβδομη , TMG TO EV ,8ι 
not exist , in the sense of , as the complete denial of existence , is related both towards Itself , and 
UN στριν, οὕτως ὡς μηδαμη ov , s&l τε προςαῦτο Kat 
towards the others ; then in The Eighth Hypothesis , how the others are not related to themselves 
προς τα αλλα: dE EV TH OYSOH , πῶς τα αλλα ον μὴ EsSEl προς ALTA 
and to The One , when taken as existing in one way , but not existing in another way ; then in 
καὶ προς TO EV , ODVTATTOLEVA OVTL TW μὲν πη, δε οὐκ OVTL πῇ : O& EV 
The Ninth Hypothesis , how the others are not related both to themselves and to The One , 
τῇ EVVATH , πῶς TAQGAAM ον μὴ εἕει TE αὐτὰ και τον, 
when The One is taken as being completely non-existent . And in this way the method attains 
τῷ EVL συνταττομενα μηδαμῶς OVTL : καὶ οὐτῶς ἢ μεθοδος λαμβανεξι 
its completion in this Hypothesis , having gone through all the senses of both The One and 
TEAOG ὃνταῦτη , ETEEEAVOLGA πασι τοις σημαϊνομενοις TE TOD EVOG καὶ 
non-Being , and by means of all of them , arranged in Nine Hypotheses , brought to completion 
TOD μη OVTOG, καὶ διὰ παντῶν OLVIPNHEVNV εἰς EVVEG DTOVECEIC τελεωσαμενῃ 
its investigations . For on the one hand , it was impossible for all the affirmative and negative 





























τὴν θεώοιαν. yap μεν NV αδυνατῶν καὶ τὰ KATAPATIKA καὶ TA ἀποφατικα 
and both affirmative and negative propositions to be true of The One, if taken only in one sense ; 
και τὰ συναμφοτερα τῶν αληθεῦειν τοὺ δνος Ent EvOG ONLALVOLEVOD , 


for example , that The One is neither the same nor other ; and again , that It is both , the same 


οἷον οτι το EV EOTLV οὔτε ταῦτον OUTE ETEPOV : KAL TO ALTO τοῦτο, TAVTOV 
and other , and again , that it is both , the same and not the same , and other and not other . 


KQL ETEPOV : και παλιν TO αὗτο τοῦτο, και ταῦτον και οὐ ταῦτον. καὶ ETEPOV καὶ οὐχ ETEPOV . 
Surely then , the one who wants to draw all these conclusions about the same subject , must 


δὴ OvV TOV DEAOVTA συναγειν παντα επι τοὺ αὐτου 
fa 


necessarily be engaged in play , and in playing a game that is not proper for elders , but proper 
Avaykn οντῶς φερομεξνον αθυρειν, και TALOLAV ov πρεσβυτικὴηῆν, αλλα 
to children , when indulging in that . But if all the propositions must be true , such as those 
TOLOAPLWON , WETIEVAL κατ᾽ εκξινηῆς. δὲ Εἰ. nmavta δειαληθευειν, οσα 
concluded about The One , by assuming the existence of The One , that follow necessarily upon 
104lovunepatvetat περι το EV MG λαβὼν εἰναι TO EV, δὅπομενα AVAYKALOG 
the existence of The One , so that the conclusions that follow from the non-existence of The One 
TO ElVOL TO EV , MOTE τὰ ἕπομξνα τῷ μῆηξδιναι το ὃν 
are false (for it is impossible for true conclusions to follow from both sides of a contradiction , or 
ψεύδεσθαι (yap αδυνατον η αλήηθη ακολοῦθειν τοις αμφοτεροις μαχομξνοις, ἢ 
for contradictory propositions to belong to the same subject , unless the conclusions necessarily 
TA μαχομξενα υπαρχξιν τῷ αὐτῷ , ELUN τῶν οντῶν AVAYKALOV 
follow for different things in each case) , without a doubt then , it is clear , that The One must be 
EMOMEV@V κατ᾽’ ἀλλο KaLaAAO), δηπουθεν δηλον OTL TOEV ληπ- 
taken in ἃ variety of senses , in order that the negative propositions may be true of one set , 
—TEOV AAAWSG και AAAS , ιν’ αι ἀποφασεις αληθευῶσιν EN’ αλλοὺ μεν, 
but the affirmative of another , in each case , necessarily following from positing The One . 
O€ AL καταφασειῖις EX’ AAAOD , AVAYKALWSG ETOMEVAL τῇ θεσει TOD EVO . 
And surely then , in this way the multiplicity of the hypotheses may be brought into Unities , 
Και én OvT@ πλῆθος τῶν ὑποθεσεῶν QKTEOV εἰς EVMOEIC, 
even though they are all about the Parmenidean One , inasmuch as the argument considers 
καν ὦσι πασαῖ περι τοὺ Παρμενιδεῖοὺ Evoc , καθο tov Aoyou θεώρουντος 
It as One or as Being or simultaneously as One and as Being , and by drawing different inferences 
avto ev ἡ καθο ov ἢ aua Kado sv και καθοον, καὶ συνάγοντος διαῴφορα 
in each case . And again , when The One is postulated as not existing , whether we take It as that 
δια ταῦτα : και παλιν OTAV TO EV τεθη μή Elval, ἡ ἡμῶν λαμβανοντῶν το 
which does not exist in some way or as the complete negation of existence , and draw impossible 
Un ov πη NY TO ATAMS un ον , καὶ advvata 
conclusions in both cases , and so through all these , bringing to completion the nine hypotheses , 
OVVOAYOVTOS ET ALOOTEPOV , SE δια παντῶν TOLVTWOV AMOTEAOVVTOG TAG EVVE ὑποθεσεις, 
as we had set out to do . And since on the one hand , The One has three senses , either The One 
ὡς διείλομεν . Kar oti μεν το EV TPLYOG , ἢ  TOEV 
Solely , or That which is participated by Being , but remains Self-Supportive , or That which is 
LOVOG , ἢ TO HETEYOMEVOV LEV ὕπο TOD OVTOG , bE ὑπάρχον ALTOTEAES, ἢ TO 
participated indeed , but clearly so , in a conditional way . For Intellect also has three senses , 
μξτεχομδνον μὲν, δὲ SNAOVOLT@® ὡς ESIC . YAP νοὺς Και 
The Unparticipated , then The Participated , but Essentially , and then The Participated , but 
oO HEV ἀαἀμεθεκτος, SE O HETEYOLEVOG, AAA’ οὐσιῶδης, δὲ OMETEXOMEVOS, AAA’ 
conditionally . And the soul has these three senses ; first of The Unparticipated Soul , then the 
ὡς εξις: και ψυχη μεν y αἀμεθεκτος , δὲ ἢ 
Participated Soul , that is separate from its participants , and then the participated soul , that is 
μετεχομξνὴ μὲν, SEX@PLOTH τῶν μετεχοντῶν, OE N μετεχομενη 
also inseparable (from its participants) , and thus we have all these senses for The One Itself , 
καὶ ἀχώριστος : καὶ EYOMEV παντα ταῦτα TOA ONLOLVOLEVA παρ᾽ αὐτῷ, 
and for Intellect and for Soul , as they are set out distinctly in the Timaeus . But , that non-Being 
καὶ TOD VOD και TNS ψυχῆς, SLOKEKPLLEVOG δν Tipaim . δε Οτιτο μὴ ον 
also has two senses ; either that which exists in one way , but does not exist in another way , or 
και διχῶς, ἢ το ον μενπη, δε μη ον πη . ἢ 


Td 


that which completely denies existence , he himself has distinguished in the Republic . So that if 
TO μηδαμῶς ον, αὕτος διειλὲν ὃν ΠὨολιτεια : ~wote ει 
the one has three senses , but the other has two senses , it is reasonable that such should be the 
TO HEV τριχῶς . τὸ OE διχῶς ; ELKOTMG τοσοῦτον ἔστι 
number of the hypotheses . And for the others , on the one hand , when one postulates that 
πληθος τῶν ὑυποθεσεῶν. Kat yap ta αλλα, LEV τυποτεθεντος 
The One exists , there must necessarily be two possibilities , by either participating of The One , 
TOD EVOG ELVAL εξ AVAYKNS διχῶς. δια τοῦ LETEXELV TOD EVOG 
or by not participating of The One ; and in turn, on the other hand , when one postulates that 
y μη HETEYELV > TOAWw δε υποτεθεντος 
The One does not exist , two possibilities arise , being either The One which exists in some way , 
μη ξδιναι διχῶς ' n TOD EVOG OVTOG πὴ. 
but exists , or The One which in no way exists , yet has/maintains either that which in some way 
αλλα OVTOG , ἡ τοῦ EVOG μηδαμῶς οντος, καὶ  EeXOVTA n TO πῇ 
exists and is one ; or that which is in no way one . So that the hypotheses would necessarily be 
OV καὶ EV .ἢ TO μηδαμῶς EV: MOTE αι ὕυποθεσεις αν εξ ἀναγκῆς Elev 
nine . For that so many is the number of them , has also been sufficiently acknowledged by those 
1042 evven . yap OTL τοσοῦτον EOTLV TO πληθος αὐτῶν, και IKAVMG επιστώσαντο οἱ 
who have only paid attention to the logical aspect of the dialogue and have chased after , as it 
LLOVOV ETLOKEWOMEVOL TO λογικον τοὺ διαλογοῦ καὶ μεταδιώξαντες 
were , the traces of the argument of Plato . For from these traces themselves , just as if they were 
OLOV TA LXV] TOV λογῶν Tov Πλατῶνος. yap An’ τοῦυτῶν αὕτῶν, ὥσπερ 
tracks , our predecessors did not fail to grasp both the true disposition of the philosopher 
UVOV, OL TPO ἡμῶν οὐκ ἡστοχησανίαστοχεο) καὶ της ἀαληθοὺς διαθεσεῶς TOL φιλοσοπήηου 
and also the frugal management of the work . What more needs to be said ? For the philosopher 
KQL τῆς οἰκονομιας πραγματειῶώδοὺυς τι Και πολλα δει λεγειν ; Yap ο φιλοσοφος 
himself will make the division quite clear to us , when we go into the occurrence of the words 
ADTOG ποιήσει τὴν διαιρεσιν KATASNAOV ἡμῖν, OTAV ELOM γενώμεθα τῶν ρηματῶν 
themselves ; since of those who have either contracted or extended the number of hypotheses 
αὐτῶν ; ως οσοι ἡ συνεστειλαν ἡ ἐμηκῦναν το πληθος αὐτῶν 
unnecessarily , one group has compressed distinct hypotheses , while the other group , has cut-up 
ov δδον , HEV Ol ODVEYEAV τας διαφερουσας, δὲ οι κατξτεμον 
hypotheses that are Unitary and dependent on a Single Source . However , let us abide by these 
τας ηνῶώμδενας καὶ ηἠρτημξνας εκ μιὰς ἀρχῆς. de μιν pevEetEov Ent τουτῶν 
defining terms , and declare the hypotheses to be just as many , as we think that Plato 
τῶν OPWV, καὶ PITEOV τας ὑποθεσεις ELVAL τοσαῦτας καὶ οποσας, οἴομεθα τον Πλατῶνα 
himself , will make us acquainted with as the argument proceeds . For one should not take their 
QVTOV ποιήσειν NULV YV@PLLLOVG τοῦ AOYOD TMPOLOVTOG: yap det ov λαμβανειν THY 
whole mode of division from any other source except from the subject matter. So then , there are 





ολὴν διαιρεσιν αλλαχοθεν εκ τῶν KELMEV@V . τοινῦν, Εἰσι 
nine hypotheses , as many as were arrived at , according to the mode discussed ; concerning the 
EVVE ὕποθεσεις, τοσαῦται YEVOLEVAL κατα TOV TPOTOV ELPNLEVOV , TOD 


different conceptions of both The One and non-Being. So that for the purpose of this enquiry , 


SLAPOPMSG ETLVOOLHEVOV TE EVOG καὶ TOLD μὴ OVTOG: MOTE προς ταῦτην τὴν ζητησιν 
there is indeed , no need to say more , but what has already been said , is sufficient for the logical 


ye  ovosv δει Agyetv MAEM , αλλ τὰ sipnEva UKAVO προς τὴν λογικὴν 
study of the subject matter. However , there have already been some commentators , who are 
ETLOKEWLV TOV TPOKELLEVOV . δὲ Ηδη τινες πραγ- 
πὶ 


more concerned with disputing the argument , who do not accept that there are a plurality 


HOTELMOEGTEPOV ATTOMEVOL AOYOV , οὐκ αξιουσι ειναι πολλας 
of hypotheses , nor in general , that the many and various conclusions are concerned about 
τας ὑποθεσεις, OvdEO0AMG πολλῶν καὶ SIAbEPOVT@V δδιναι περι 


much varied and very different additional subjects , but they ask whether one and the same sense 
τας MOAVTPOTOUG και ποικιλας ETLMOPAG , AAA’ EPWTWOL ποτερον EV καὶ ταῦτον σημαῖνομξνον 
of The One is to be assumed in all the hypotheses , or is not one , but is different in each sense . 
TOD EVOG παραλαμβανεταῖι EV TAGALG ταῖς ὑποθεσεσι, ἢ οὐχ EV, AAA’ AAAO KAT’ αλλην : 
For if on the one hand , The One were to be assumed in only one sense , then there would not be 


γὰρ δι μεν To δεν παραλαμβανοιτο μοναχῶς, οὔτε 
ἃ multitude of hypotheses , but only one ; for there would be but one hypothesis for each subject , 
αι πολλαι ὑποθεσεις, ἀλλὰ μιὰ γαρ μια ὑποθεσις καθ’ EKAOTOV πραγμα, 


nor is the dialogue about Sources , as you claim (they would say) , but about The Source ; for 
OUTE EOTLV ο διάλογος περι ἀρχῶν, ὡς φατὲ (αν φαιεν) , αλλα APO περι ἀρχῆς : yap 
The One which is the subject of this discussion is The Source , and certainly not one of The 


TOEV οὐ περι ο λογος εστιν μὲν APYN δὲ οὐδαμῶς 
Archetypal Sources . But if on the other hand , The One has various senses , and he is weaving 
αρχαι ες δι δὲ TO EV πλεοναχῶς λεγεται, καὶ TAEKEL 


his conclusions at different times about different meanings , and varying his hypotheses , then 
TO συνημμενα καὶ GAAOTE EN’ GAAM ONMALVOLEV® καὶ ποικιλλει τας ὑποθεσεις, 

he is failing to hit the object of the method under investigation . For the object should be 

1043 auaptavel Tov σκοποῦ μεθοδοὺ τῆς TPOELPNLEVYS. yap δει 

to examine the consequences of postulating and of denying one and the same thing , not to jump 
OKOTELV τὰ συμβαινοντα τιθεμενον και ἀαναϊροῦντα EV καὶ TO ALTO , καὶ μη μεταπηδαν 
from one sense of the word to another . Therefore , as I said , on the one hand , this enquiry is 


ET’ αλλο ONUALVOLEVOV και AAO . OvV , OTEP EON , μεν ηαῦτη ζητησις ἔστι 
more concerned with disputation , whereas on the other hand , the previous one , is of a more 
μαλλον πραγματειώδης,, δε ἡ προ αὑτης λογι-- 


logical nature . But before I turn to its dissolution , I must unfold a few words about The Source , 
—K@TEPA . SE πριν τραπῶμαι ETL την διαλυύσιν με Δει διελθεῖν OALYA ATTA περι ἀρχῆς, 
as many as will completely articulate in detail for us our proposed subject . So then , when we say 

ONO  ODVTEAEOEL διαρθρῶσιν ἡμῖν τῶν TPOKELLEV@V. TOLVDV  AEYOVTEG 
that The One is The Source of All Real-Beings and non-Real-Beings (since being Unified is 
TO δεν Τὴν ἀρχὴν ATAVTOV TOV OVTOV και μη OVTOV (EELS) TO ἡνῶσθαι εστιν 
Good for all and The Greatest of Goods , while that which is entirely separated from The One is 
αγαθον πασιν και TO μέγιστον TOV ἀγαθῶν, SE TO TAVTETOTTOD διαϊίρεισθαι ενος 
evil and the ultimate of evils ; for division becomes the cause of unlikeness and of a lack of 
κακον καὶ EOYATOV κακῶν : YAP ἡ διαιρεσις YLYVETALL αἴτια AVOHOLOTNTOG καὶ ἀασυμ-- 
sympathy and of a departure from the natural state) , so then , The Source of Wholes , by being 
ππαθειας καὶ τῆς EKOTAGEMS τοὺ κατα dvOL ), δ ουν τὴν APYNV TOV OAWV, WG 
The Provider/Producer for All of The Greatest of Goods , is The Source of Oneness for All , and 
YOPNYOV πασι TOV LEYLOTOD TOV ἀγαθῶν, EVOTOLOV TOV παντῶν καὶ 
for this reason , is called The One , and hence we also say , that every Source , insofar as it has 
δια τοῦτο TPODAYOPEVOAVTEG EV , EVTEDDEV KAI φαμὲν πασαν ἀρχηῆν. καθὼς 
been allotted This Dignity among The Real-Beings , to immediately possess a certain Unity , 


EAQYE ταῦτην τὴν ASLAV ὃν τοις οὐσιν, ηδη υπαρχξῖν τινα EVASE. , 

and is The Most Unitary of those in each Order . First of all , on the one hand , we place This 

καὶ EVIKMTATOV TOV πραγματῶν EV EKAOTH TAEEL: πρῶτον μεν τιθεμενοι τοῦτο 
rt 


Entity , which has the status of Source , not among those that are partible , but among Those that 
TO QpYlKOV οὐκ EV τοις HEPEOLV , AAA’ EV τοις 
are Whole , nor in any One of The Many , but in The Monads which hold together The Many . 
ολοις, οὐδὲ τινι EV TOV πολλῶν, CAA’ EV ταῖς μονασι ταις συνεκτικαῖς TOD πληθους, 
And in the next place especially surveying It in The Summits , and Those that are Most Unified 
καὶ ENEITA LOALOTA DEMPOLVTEG MUTO EV ταῖς AKPOTNOL καὶι τοις EVIKMTATOIC 
among The Monads , and according to which , They are Conjoined with The One , and Deified , 
τῶν LOVASOV ,καὶι καθο αὐται συνηνῶνταιῖ προς το ὃν καὶ τεθεῶνται 
and Subsist in That Singular Source , without Proceeding . Which I mean for example (that we 
καὶ εἰσιν τῆς εκεινῆς μιᾶς APYNS AVEKOITHTOL . Ο Asya Otov (γαρημιν 
may bring-about the meaning by the examples themselves) , we see many causes of Light , 
1044 yiyvecO@ 0 λογος EN’ TOV πραγματῶν αὐτῶν), καθορῶμενα TOAAG αἴτια TOL φῶτος 
some in The Heavens , others below The Moon ; and since various forms of Light proceed into 
Ta WEV ovpavlia , τεδδ LTO σελήνην : καὶ γὰρ αλλο προεισιν εις 
this realm in various ways ; from material fire and from The Moon and from The Other Stars . 
TOV THSE TOTOV AAAMS EK TOD EVDAOD TUPOG καὶ ATO σελήνης καὶ ATO TOV AAA@V HOTPOV. 
But if one were to enquire after The Single Monad of all The Light in The Kosmos , from which 
AAA εἰ τις ExICNTNOELEV τὴν μιὰν τὴν μοναδα TAVTOG φῶτος TOL EyYKOGHLOD, ad’ ἧς 
all the other Lighted objects and Producers of Light derive their Subsistence , they will not 
KOLTAOAAG OWTELVa καὶ YOPHYaA φῶτος EOTLV οὐκ 
propose any other candidate , I believe , than This Visible Orb of The Sun. Since 
θησεται αλλην ταύτην. OLLAL, ἡ ταῦτην τὴν φαινομενὴν περιφοραν TOD NALOD : γὰρ 
by having proceeded from a Higher Source ; from a Hidden (Chaldean Oracles Fr 148) , as they say , 
προελθουσα εκ. av@0ev ποθεν τοῦ κρυφιου φασι 
and Super-Kosmic Order , It has dispersed to all the enkosmic entities The Light that is 
καὶ UTEPOVPAVLOD διακοσμοὺ αὔτη EVEOTELPE πασιῖν τοις εγκοσμῖοις TO φῶς 
commensurate to each. Or from where else would both the moon and planets and the darkness 
σύμμετρον EkaoTov. Η ποθεν αλλοθεν τε τα αστραὰ καὶ το αφεγγες 
of matter derive their share of Light ? What then Ὁ Are we then to call this visible body 
τῆς VANS HETAAQYYAVEL TOD O@TOG ; TL OVV ; APA προσεροῦμεν τοῦτο TO φαινομενον σῶμα 
The Source of Light ? But it is extended (spatially and temporally) and partible , and Light proceeds 


TOD APYNV OWTOG ; HAAG εστι διαστασιν καὶ μεριστον, καὶ φῶς TPOELOL 
from each separate part of those within Itself. However , we are seeking The Single Source of 
αλλο εξ AAAOL HOPLOD τῶν EV ALTO: δὲ ἡμεῖς ENICNTODLEV τὴν μιαν ἀρχὴν TOU 


Light . Unless then , we might suppose that Its Guiding Soul is The Generative Source of Light ? 


datos . Μηποτε ovv ὑυπολήπτεον τὴν ποδηγουσαν ψυχην αὐτογεννητικὴν TOD φῶτος ; 
But on the one hand , This indeed generates Light , but not Primally ; for it is Itself also Multiple , 


αλλὰ μὲν QUTN γεννα TO φῶς, μδντοι οὐ πρῶτος : γὰρ EOTL ALTN καὶ πληθος: 
whereas on the other hand , Light contains The Likeness of a Simple and Uniform Subsistence . 


δε τοφῶς EXEL εμῴφασιν τῆς απλῆς καὶ δνοειδοὺς ὑποστασεῶς. 
Perhaps then , Intellect is The Causal Source of The Soul ? Although on the one hand , Intellect is 


Μήηποτε ovv ονοὺς ο αἴτιος τῆς ψυχης; αλλα μὲν οὔτος 
also more Unified than The Soul , on the other hand, It is not yet a Source , in the Authoritative 


καὶ μάλλον NVOVTAL τῆς ψυχης, δὲ οὐπῷῶ αρχη KUPLOG 
and Primary sense . Surely then , it remains that The One of This Intellect ; Its Summit/Hyparxis 


και πρῶτῶς.. én AEUMETAL TO EV τοὺ TOLTOD VOD, καὶ τὴν ὑπαρξιν 
and as it were , Its Flower , This must also be The Primal Source of This Kosmic Light ; for This 


καὶ οἷον TO AVODG , τοῦτο καὶ ELVAL τὴν πρώτην APYNV TOV τούτου φῶτος : YAP τοῦτο 
Td 


is The Sun , who Authoritatively Reigns in the visible realm (Rep VI 509d) , Being The Offspring 


ἐστιν NALOG O κῦύυριῶς βασιλευῶν EV TWO OPATO . ὧν EYYOVOG 
of The Good (Rep VI 507a) . For Every Unity Proceeds from This Source , and Every Divinity 
αγαθου yap Πασα evac εκειθεν, καὶ πασα θεοτῆς 


Proceeds from The Unity of Unities and The Fountain of The Gods . And just as That Good is 


1045 εκ της Evado0c τῶν Evad@V καὶ τῆς πήγης τῶν θεῶν. Kai ὥσπερ Eketvy δστιν 
The Source of Light There , in The Intelligible Realm , so also then The Unity of The Solar Order 


ἀρχῇ TOV φῶτος  EKEL τοῖς VONTOIG , OLTW καὶ dT TNS EVaS ἡλιακῆς TAEEWS 
is The Source of Light of those here that are visible ; so that if one must choose The Single Cause 
EOTLV APXYN φῶτος TOD TNOE τοῖς OPATOIG: WC El χρη λαβειν μιὰν QUITLAV 


and Source of all The Light in The Kosmos , one must take This Unity , that is analogous to 


καὶ ἀρχὴν παντος TOL φῶτος EYKOGLLOD , ANTTEOV ταῦτην τὴν EVASA οὐσαν ἀνάλογον 
The One, and is established in a Hidden way within It , and from It , It never departs . But 
TM Ἔνι καὶ οὐσαν LOPLHEVHV KPLOLAG EV αὐτῷ καὶ εξ αὐτοῦ AVEKHOITNTOV. δὲ 
This Unity that is arranged Prior to The Solar Intellect , is also in Intellect , insofar as It is 
Ταύτης τῆς EVAS5OG TETAYHEVNS προ TOD NALAKOD TOL νοῦ, EOTL καὶ EV TO V@ , KABO 
Intellect , is The One participated by It , like a seed being sown in It , through which 
νοῦς, TO EV HETEXOMEVOV DT’ αὐτου. οἷον OTEPUA καταβεβλημένον εις ALTOV, δι’ οὐ 
It is joined to That Realm ; and not only in This Realm , but also in The Solar Soul . For 
ODVITTAL προς EKELVV , καὶ οὐκ HOV® EV TOLTM@, αλλα καὶ EV TH NALAKN ψυχῇ : yap 
The Solar Soul Itself is also drawn up to It by Virtue of Its Own One , through The Mediation of 
αὐτή KALAVAYETAL προς ALTNV KATA  TOEALTNGEV δια LEGOD 
The One in Intellect . 
TOD EVOG EVTO VO. 


THE ONE 





In the same way , even in the solar body , there is entirely some distant echo of That . For this 


QoOAvLtWS καὶ EV TO NALAKH TO σώματι EOTL παντῶς τι αἀπήηχημα EkELVIS. γὰρ τοῦτο 
must also participate of Those that are Above it : of The Soul , on the one hand , by virtue of the 


δει KOL μετεχειν τῶν ὕπερ αὐτο, τῆς ψυχης LEV κατα τὴν 
life that is sown into it ; of Intellect , on the other hand , by virtue of its form , and furthermore , 


CONV τὴν σπαρεισαν εἰς αὐτο, τοῦ νοῦ δὲ κατα τοξειδος, δε 
of The Unity , by virtue of The One (in it) , since The Soul also participates of both Intellect and 


TNS EVAS5OG KOTO TO ὃν , €MEL ἡ ψύχη και μξτεχει και νοῦ και 
That Unity , and Those that participate are different from those that are being participated ; and 


EKELVNG , και αι μεθεξεις αλλαι τῶν μετεχομδνῶν : και 
you might say that The Proximate Cause of The Solar Light is This One , which It possesses 


αν ELTOLG προσεχῶς αἴτιον TOD NALOELSOLG φῶτος ELVAL τοῦτο TO EV, OTEP EXEL 


by virtue of Its participation in That Unity . In ἃ similar way , if we were to seek for the root , 
κατα τὴν μεθεξιν τὴν Ekelvyns τῆς Εναδος. Qoavtwo εἰ ζητοιημὲν τὴν picav 
as it were , of all bodies , from which have sprouted forth the bodies in heaven and those under 

οἷον παντῶν σώματῶν, ad’ NG εβλαστησε τὰ EVODPAVO καὶ τὰ ὑπο 
the moon , both wholes and parts , we would not unreasonably say that this is Nature , 
OEANVHV , TE τὰ OAM καὶ τὰ μερη, AV οὐκ ATELKOTOS AEYOLLEV ταῦτην EVAL τὴν ODLOLV , 
which is the Source of motion and rest for all bodies , by being established in them , whether they 
OVOQV APYNV KLVNGEWS και NPELLAG πασι τοις σώμασιν, ηδρασμξνην EV AVTOIG τοις 
are in motion or at rest (50 I mean by Nature The Single Life that permeates The Whole Kosmos , 
KIVODHEVOILG καὶ ἡηρεμοῦσι (δε λεγὼ φυσιν THY μιαν C@NV LTEPEYOLOAV TOL TAVTOG KOGLOD , 
and participates under Intellect and Soul , and by means of Intellect and Soul , of generation ) , 
καὶ μετασχοῦυσαν μετὰ νοῦν καὶ WoYNV, δια νοῦ καὶ ψυχης, γενεσεῶς). 
and This , is their Source , rather than any of the many particular bodies. And This , is certainly 
καὶ ταῦτην μαλλον ἢ τι τῶν πολλῶν καὶ μερικῶν: ταύτην μην 
not a Source in the Authoritative sense ; for It also has ἃ multiplicity of powers , and by means of 
οὐδε ἀρχήν KDPLOG : γὰρ αὐτῇ καὶ EXEL πληθος δυναμεῶν, και δι᾽ 
different ones , it controls different parts of The Kosmos . However , presently , we are seeking 
1046 αλλὼν κατευθύνει αλλα WEP TOL παντος. dE ὃν τῶ παροντι Ἦμεις ζητοῦμεν 
The Singular and Common Source of all bodies , and not the many and distributed Sources . 
τὴν μιᾶαν καὶ κοινην ἀρχην πάαντῶν, AAA’ Ov τας πολλας καὶ διηρημενας αρχας. 
But if we are to discover That Single Source , we must ascend to That which is Most Unitary 
AXA εἰ 6&1 OVEDPELV τὴν EKELVIV μιὰν ἀρχην. YPN] ἀναδραμεῖν ETL TO EVIKM@TATOV 
in Nature and its Flower , in virtue of which Nature is also a God , and which is dependent upon 
τῆς φύσεως καὶ TO αὑτης ανθος, καθο ἡ φυσις και θεος, καὶ O EXNPTNTAL 
Its own Fountain , and which holds together The Kosmos and Unifies It and renders It 
τῆς OLKELAG πηγης. καὶ O συνξχξι TOTOV καὶ EVOL καὶ ποῖξι 
Sympathetic with Itself . Therefore , That One , is The Source of all generation , both for the 
συμπαθες EALTM : ODV_ EKELVO TO EV EOTL, ἡ ἀρχῇ πασῆς YEVVIOEWS καὶ ταις 
manifold powers of Nature , and for the particular natures , and universally for all those things 

πολλαῖς δυναμεσι της φύσεως KOL ταῖς HEPLKAIG φύσεσι ANAWS πασι τοις 
subject to the reign of Nature . 
LTO βασιλεύυμενοις φύσεως. 
Then in the third place let us take the case of knowledge . For we say 


én ToTpitov AsyOHEV EML τῆς γνώσεως: YAP φαμεν 
that there is also a Source of knowledge , by which we certainly do not mean imagination and 
ElVOL καὶ APXNV YVAOEG , δήπου OD AEYOVTEG φαντασιαν και 
sense-perception . For there is no object of knowledge in these that is partless and immaterial and 
αἰσθησιν : yap ovdev YVMOTOV EV ταῦταις EOTL ALEPEG και αὐλον και 


shapeless . But neither will we call opinionative or discursive knowledge , The Source 
ασχηματιστον. AAA’ οὐδε ἐροῦμεν THV δοξαστικὴν καὶ διανοητικὴν γνῶσιν APYNV 
of Knowledge . For the former one , does not know The Causes of anything , but is irrational , 


γνώσεως : yap ἢ μὲν οὐκ οιδὃς τας αἰἴτιας . αλλ εστιν αλογος, 
as Diotima also says (Sym 202) ; for it only investigates mere facts ; whereas , the latter one 


ὡς ἡ Διοτιμα καὶ φησι : YAP OTL TO LOVOV SLEPEDVATAL TOV πραγματῶν : ἢ dE 
even if it also knows the cause , yet it grasps the facts part by part , and does not 


ει καὶ OLOEV τὴν AUTIAV , GAAG αντιλαμβανεται TOV πραγματῶν μεριστῶς, καὶ οὐκ 
comprehend the whole , nor The Eternal and Invariable and The Collective and Incomposite and 


EXEL TO OAOV > οὐδὲ TO GEL KOL MOQALTOWS Καὶ TO abpovv καὶ ἀσύνθετον καὶι 
td 


The Simple . Accordingly then , these must neither be postulated as The Sources of knowledge . 
τοαπλουν: apa ταῦτα O00’ θετεον αρχας τηςγνῶσεος. 
Therefore , might Intellect be The Source of knowledge ? For The Knowledge inherent in It , 


ovv Mynote ονοὺς ἀρχῇ τηςγνώσεως; YAP ἢ γνῶσις EV αὑτῷ 
is simultaneously omnipresent and in-transitive and impartible . Then if , on the one hand, the 
και  OLOD TASH καὶι ἀμεξταβατος και ἀμεριστος. AAA’ ει μεν 
Intuitive Knowledge of Intellect were Non-multiple , so as to be totally Non-multiple and One , 
γνῶσις Tov vod «NV αἀπληθυντος, ὡς ειναι παντῃ ἀπληθυντος καιμια, 
then perhaps we would have postulated It as The Source of Knowledge ; but on the other hand , 


TAY av εθεμεθαὰ αὐτην αρχῆν γνώσεως δὲ 
since It is not only One , but also Variegated , and there are Multiple Intellections within It , and 


ETEL EOTLV OV μονον μια, AAA καὶ TOLKIAN , και TMOAAGLVONOEIG EV ALT, KAL 
in a word , any Intellection is not equally also , that of The Rest of The Objects of Intellection 


OAOD νοήσεις EOTLV OLY1 OMOLMSG και TOV αλλῶν νοητῶν 
(for as Intelligible Objects are distinguished from One Another , so also are The Intellections) , 
YAP ὡς τα νοητὰ διακεκριται QAANAWV , OVTM και αι νοήσεις), 
and necessarily then , none of These are The Source of Knowledge ; for They are All Equally , 
AVAYKN μῆηδεμιαν TOLTMV εἰναι APYNV γνώσεως : YAP εἰσι TAGAL OLOLWS 
Intellections . But if we must state The Single Source of Knowledge , one must allege as Cause , 


1047 νοησεις .Αλλ ει YPN EOTELV τὴν μιαν ἀρχὴν της γνώσεως, QUTLATEOV 

The One of Intellect , that is Generative of both , All The Knowledge It Contains , and All The 
TO EV TOD νοῦ TO YEVVYTIKOV τε TMOAONG της γνώσεως EVALTW καὶ τῶν 

Real Beings that are Contemplated in The Secondary Orders. For This One , by Transcending 


OVTOV θεωρουμεξνῆης εν ταῖς dELTEPAts ταξεσι. yap Τοῦτο εξηρημξνον 
The Many , is The Source of Knowledge for Them , not being of such a nature , as The Sameness 
τῶν πολλῶν EOTLV APXNTNS γνώσεως AVTOIG, OV τοιοῦτον ὑπάρχον, οἷον ἡ ταυτοτης 
of Intelligibles ; for This Sameness is coordinate with Its Otherness and Subordinate to Being . 


TOV νοητῶν : YAP αὑτὴ ἔστι σύστοιχος τη ETEPOTHTL καὶ KATASEEOTEPA τῆς οὐσιας : 
But The One, is Beyond Intellectual Being and is Connective of It , and for this reason The One 


δὲ TO EV EMEKELVA τῆς νοερᾶς οὐσιας καὶ ODVEKTIKOV ALTNS, καὶ δια τοῦτο TO EV 
is God and so is Intellect , but not through Sameness nor through Being ; for generally , Intellect 


εστι θεος και VOUS , AAA οὐ δια TO TALTOV οὐδε δια τὴν OVOLAV : YAP OAWS , 

is not a God inasmuch as it is Intellect ; for surely the particular intellect is also an Intellect , but 
οὐδὲ θεος καθο νοὺς :yap δη O μερικος νοὺς και νους, αλλ᾽ 
not a God . It is also the characteristic quality of Intellect on the one hand , to Contemplate and 


ov θεος: και ιδιον νου LEV το θεῶρειν καὶι 
to Intellect and to Discern The Real Beings ; but on the other hand , it is characteristic of God 


νοξιν καὶ κρινειν τὰ οντα : δὲ θεου 
to Unify , to Generate , to Energize Providentially , and everything of this kind. Therefore , 


TO EVICELV , TO YEVVQV , TO MPOVOELV , [καὶ] EKACOTOV τῶν TOLOLTOV . ODV 
by That Aspect of Itself that is not Intellect , Intellect is God (ET 120,134) ; and by that Aspect 


To EQVTOD μη V@ ονοῦὺς εστιν θεος : καὶ TO 
of Itself that is not God , The God in It is Intellect . The Divine Intellect , as a whole , is also 


EQUTOD μη θεὼ οθεος EV ADT εστιν νοῦς: O θειος VOLG ,TOOAOCV, EOTIV καὶ 
an Intellectual Essence along with Its Own Summit and Its Proper Unity , on the one hand , 


VOEPA OVOLO μετα τῆς OLKELAG AKPOTNTOG καὶ τῆς OLKELAG EVOTNTOG , μεν 
Knowing Itself , insofar as It is Intellectual , but on the other hand , being intoxicated on nectar , 


γινώσκουσα ξαύῦτην καθοσον voEpa. , δὲ μεθυοῦυσα τῷ νεκταρι, 
Td 
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as someone has said (Enneads VI 7-35) , and generating The Whole of Knowledge , insofar as It is 


ὡς τις φησι , καὶ γεννῶσα τὴν OANV γνῶσιν, καθοσον ξστιν 
The Flower of Intellect and ἃ Super-Essential Unity . Therefore , once again , in seeking The 
τοῦ avV80G VOD καὶ υὕυπεροῦσυος ἕνας. οῦὺν ἢίαλιν και ζητοῦντες τὴν 


Source of Knowledge , we have ascended to The One. And not in these only , but also 
APXNV της γνώσεῶς αναβεβηκαμεν Et TO EV. Kat οὐκ EXL τουτῶν μονῶν, αλλα καὶ 
similarly in every other case , we shall discover The Monads on the one hand , being The Leaders 
ομοιῶς ETL τῶν TAVTOV CAAWV αν EDPOIHEV TOG μοναδας HEV NYODLEVAG 
of Their Proper Numbers , but on the other hand , The Unities of The Monads , Subsisting as 
τῶν OLKELOV APLOLOV , δὲ τας EVASASG τῶν LOVASOV ὑπαρχούσας 
The Most Authoritative Sources of All The Resources . For everywhere The One is The Source . 
KLPLWOTATAG αἀρχας TOV πραγματῶν .γὰρ πανταχοῦ TOEVEOTL APY. 
And it is about This Source that Socrates in the Phaedrus (245d) would be speaking of , in saying 
Και περι τῆς ταῦτης ἀρχῆς ο LwKpatys ev TH Dardpa αν φησειξε και TO 
“But The Source is Ungenerated”. For if it is also impossible for none of The Ideas to wholly 
δὲ αρχη ἀγένητον. γὰρ Et καὶ δυνατον μηδὲν τῶν εἰιδν ολον 
fail , then surely to a much greater degree , is it also necessary that The Single Source of Each of 
εκλειπειν, δηπου μαλλον TOAAW και αναγκαῖον τὴν μιὰν APYNV εκαστου 
Them , should be Preserved and to Eternally Abide , in order that every multitude may Subsist 
σωζεσθαι και αἰδιὼς HEVELV , Wa παντοπληθος υφιστηται 
around This , which Originates in an Appropriate way from Each One . It is the same to say 
1048 περι ταῦτην OPpLOpLEVaV OLKELWG ad’ εκαστῆης . ἐστιν Tavtov εἰπεῖν 
Unity as it is to say Source , if indeed The Source is in all cases That which is Most Unific . 
evada καὶι apYNnv, ξιπερ ἡ ἀρχῇ Tavtayov το EVIK@TOTOV 
So anyone who discourses about any One , would then make their discourse about Sources , and 
ὥστε O διαλεγομενος περι MAVTOG TOD EVOG AV ποιοῖτο TOV AOYOV περι ἀρχῶν, και 
in this way , it makes no difference to say that the thesis of the discourse was about Sources or 
ταῦτη οὐδεν διενηνοχε(διαφερω) λεγειν τὴν προθεσιν ειναι περι ἀρχῶν ἢ 
about The One . Therefore , those worthy Pythagoreans , also called Incorporeal Essential-Being , 
MEPL TOD EVOG. ODV OL EKELVOL NELOLV AVOPEG καὶ προσαγορεύειν τὴν ἀσώματον OLOLAV 
as a Whole , One , but the corporeal and in general the divisible , Others ; so that , in any sense 


Tlacav εν, δετὴν σωματικὴν καὶ ολῶς μεριστὴν AAG: MOTE OTLMS 
that you may take The One , you would not deviate from the contemplation of The Incorporeal 
av λαμβανοις το Ev, οὐκ éskPBQOLVEIG τὴν θεώριακν τῶν ασωματῶν 


Underlying Realities and The Archetypal Unities ; for All The Unities are in Each Other and 


υποστασεῶν KOL TOV APYIKOV EVASOV : YAP πασαι AL EVADE εἰσι EV ἀαλληλαῖις καὶ 
are United with Each Other , and Their Unity is much greater than The Communion and 
ηνῶνται προς αλληλας, καὶ EKELVOV ἡ EVMOLG TOAAM μειζῶν τῆς κοινώνιας καὶ 
Sameness among The Real Beings . For on the one hand , in These there is also ἃ mutual-mixture 


TAVTOTHTOG EV τοις OVOL . yap μεν EV τοῦτοις ἔστι και συγκρισις 

of The Ideas : of Likeness and Friendship and Participation of One-another ; but on the other 
TOV εἰδῶν, καὶ ομοιοτῆς καὶ φιλία και μεθεξις αλληλῶωῶν : δὲ 

hand , The Unity of Those Beings (Gods) , inasmuch as It is a Unity of Unities , is much more 


1 EVMOIC EKELVOV : ατε OLOE δναδῶν, EOTLV TOAAM μαλλον 
Uniform and Ineffable and Unsurpassable ; for They are All in All , which is not so among 


EVOELONG καὶ APPNTOG καὶ AVOTEPBANTOS : YAP ELOLV TAOAL EV TAOAIC , O EOTLV LN EV 
The Ideas ; for These Participate of Each-other , but they are not All in All. But nevertheless , 
τοις ELOEOL : YAP ταῦτα LETEYEL HEV ἀλλήλων, SE ἐστιν οὐκ παντα EV πασιν. AAA’ ous 
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This Being The Unity in That Realm , and 50, how Marvelous and Unmixed is Their Purity , 


ταῦτης OVONG τῆς EVWOEWS EKEL, και OLTM τις θαυμαστη και ἀμιγῆς EOTL αὑτῶν ἡ καθαροτῆης, 
and Their Characteristic being much more Perfect than The Otherness of The Ideas , It Preserves 


και EKAOTOV ἡ LOLOTHG TMOAAW τελεώτερον τῆς ETEPOTNTOG τῶν ELOMV, τηροῦσα 

All The Divine Beings in an Unconfused Way , and Keeps Distinct , Their Own Proper Powers . 
ta Osta QOLYYLTA καὶ διακεκριμενας τας OLKELAG δυναμεις : 

So that there is a distinction between Those that are More-Whole , and Those more-particular , 


ὥστε εἰναι αλλα μὲν τα ολικώτερα,, SE τὰ αλλα μερικώτερα, 
and between Those associated with Abiding , and Those associated with Progression , then 


καὶ OAAG μὲν τὰ κατα τὴν μονην, δὲ TAGAAM κατα τὴν προοδον, SE 
Those associated with Conversion , and Some again are Generative , while Others Draw or 


τα ἀλλα KATA τὴν ELLOTPOONV , καὶ τὰ ἀλλα μὲν YEvvyATIKa, SE TA ἀλλα ανα-- 
Lead Upwards , then Others are Demiurgic ; and simply , there are different Characteristics 


—yoyuca , δὲ τα αλλα δημιούυργικα, KALATAMG Elval αλλὴν ιδιοτητα 
of Different Gods ; Those that are Connective , Perfective , Demiurgic , Assimilative , and 
αλλωὼν θεῶν συνοχικῆν, τελεσιοῦργον, SNLLOLPYUCTV , αφομοιωώτικην, KAI 
such other characteristics of Theirs , which our tradition celebrates (ET 150-159). Whereas , 


οσας μετα τοῦτῶν παρειλήφαμεν DULVOLLEVAG δε 
there exists There , both an Indescribable Unity and The Distinct Characteristic of Each of Them 


Ovonsg €KEl καὶ αφραστοὺῦ EVMOEMS KOL TNS ιδιοτητος EKQAOTOV 
(and since The Unities are All in All , and yet Each One is Distinct) , we discern both Their 
1049 (και yap αι εναδες πασαι EV πάσαις, καὶ EKAOTY YWPIC ) , ἡμεῖς γινώσκομεν TE τὴν 
Unity and Their Characteristics from Those that are Secondary and Dependent upon Them . 
EVO@OLV καὶ τὴν OLOTHTA απὸ τῶν δευτερῶὼν καὶ τῶν ECNPTNLEVOV αὐτῶν. 
For also in the case of The Visible Gods we say that The Soul of The Sun is One , whereas 


yap Και em TOV ELOAV@V θεῶν AEYOHEV τὴν NALAKNV WOYNV ElVAL AAANV, δὲ 
that of the nether regions is another , seeing that their visible bodies also undergo many 

τὴν χθονια'ν QAANV, ορῶντες τα φαινομξενα σώματα καὶ EYOVTA TOAANV 
alterations in both their essence and their faculties and their dignity among Wholes . Therefore , 


τὴν EGAAAGYNV κατα TE THV ODOLAV και TAG δύναμεις καὶ τὴν αξιαν EV τοις ολοις. OV 
just as we take our start from sense-perception when we acquire the difference of The Incorporeal 


Ὥσπερ ορμῶμδνοι εκ τῆς αἰσθησεῶς δλαμβανομὲν τὴν διαφοραν TOV AOWLATOV 
Essences ; surely then , in this way also , from the variation of Incorporeal Essences , we discern 


οὐσιῶν, én OVTM και EK TNS δξαλλαγης TOV AOWLATWV οὐσιῶν γινώσκομεν 
The Unmixed Distinctness of The Primal and Super-Essential Unities and The Characteristics 


τὴν GLYN διακρισιν τῶν TPATOV και ὑπερουσιῶν EVADWV καὶ TAG ιδιοτητας 

of each of Them ; for each Unity has a Multiplicity dependent upon It (ET 135-140) ; in one case 
EKAOTOV : YAP ἑκάστη EvacEexEel MANVOG εξηρτήμενον ᾿ς μὲν 

The Intelligible , in another The Intelligible-which-is-at-the-same-time-Intellectual , in another 


νοητον, μὲν τῆς VONTOV δχοῦύσης καὶ ALA και νοξρον δὲ 
The Intellectual Simply , and This One, is on the one hand , either Unparticipated or on the other 


Ἢ VOEPOV ATAWS, KOAL ταῦτης LEV y αμεθεκτον ἢ δὲ 
hand , Participated , and This One , is on the one hand either SuperKosmic or on the other hand , 


UsQEKTOV , καὶ ταῦτης μεν ἢ ὑτὑπερκοσμῖον ἢ δὲ 
Enkosmic . And thus far extends The Procession of These Unities . Therefore , by contemplating 


εγκοσμῖον : καὶ EXPL ἢ προοδος τῶν τουτῶν EVAS@V. ODV Θεώρουντες 
the extent of every Incorporeal Underlying Reality which is spread out beneath them , and the 


TO πλατος της πασης AOWLATOL VMOOTADEMSG τῆς ὑπεστρώμενης ALTOIG καὶ τὴν 
Td 


12 


variations that proceed according to Measure from The Hidden/Occult , to that of Distinctness , 
ECOAAQYNV προιοῦσαν κατὰ μὲετρὰ ATO TOU KPDOLOD TPOG TO SIAKEKPLUEVOV , 
we trust without a doubt , that there exist Characteristics and Order in The Unities Themselves , 
πιστεύομεν δηπου ειναι LOLOTHTA καιταξιν EV ταῖς ενασιν αὑταῖς 
along with Their Unity . For it is from the difference of the participants that we discern The 
μετα THGEVMOEWS . γὰρ Ek τῆς διαφορὰς τῶν μετεχοντῶν γνώριζομεν τὴν 
Distinctions of Those Being Participated ; for They would not possess such a Difference 


διακρισιν τῶν μετεχομενῶν : γὰρ av Ob ἔξσχξ τοσαύτην τὴν διαφοραν 
in respect to Each Other , if They Participated of The Same Object without any variation . 
προς aAAnAa LETEYOVTO TOD αὐτοῦ απαραλλακτωῶς.. 


So much may be said concerning The Subsistence of The Primal Unities ; 


Αλλα ταῦτα ξιρήησθω LEV περι τῆς VIOGTAGEMS TOV TP@TOV EVASOV 
of both Their Communion and Distinction among One-Another , of which , we customarily call 


TE καὶ αὐτῶν τῆς KOLVOVIAG TE καὶ SLAKPLOEWS EV AAANAGIC, ὧν εἰώθαμεν KOAELV 
the one , Characteristic , but the other , Unity , and distinguishing Them in this way by name , 
τὴν μεν 1OlOTHTA , τὴν OE EVMOLV , καὶ AVTLOLAOTEAAOVTEG αὑτας τοις ονομασιν 
from The Sameness and Otherness that Subsists among The Essential-Beings ; for The Unities 


απο τῆς ταυτοτητος καὶ ETEPOTNTOG ὃν ταις οὐσιαις γὰρ AL EVASEG 
are Themselves Super-Essential , and , as someone says , are Flowers and Summits (EnnV 8-10) . 


αὐται DMEPOLOLOL , KAL, MG τις φησι, avOn καὶ AKPOTNTEG 
Therefore , as we have said , there is avi Them , both Unity and Distinctness , and it is to this , 
δὲ , MOTEP EOTOLEV , OVENS EV ALTAIG καὶ TNS EVWOEWS καὶ τῆς SLAKPLOEWS , τοῦτο 
that Parmenides is addressing himself , so that he may make clear Their Whole Progression , 
0 Tlappevidns πραγματεύῦομενος, οπῶς αν εκφαινη αὐτῶν TAGAV τὴν προοδον 
from The Summit of The Transcendent Unity , he takes up , on the one hand, for the hypothesis 


1050 ano ανωθεν τῆς εξηρημενης evadoc, παραλαμβανει μεν Elg το ὑποθεσιν 
his own One ; but on the other hand , this is The One which is beheld among The Real Beings , 


TO EAVTOD EV , δὲ τοῦτο EOTL τὸ  OEMPOLLEVOV EV τοις ODOL, 

and This is beheld , in one way , inasmuch as It is One , but in another way , inasmuch as It is 

καὶ τοῦτο TEDEATAL μὲν ποτε n Ev, δὲ ποτε 

Being Participated . on the one hand , he guards Always The Same , That which is The Leader , 
μετεχομξνον : μεν φὐλακεῦται αξδι ταῦτον TO γοῦμξνον 

by surveying It in various ways , whereas on the other hand , he keeps changing , That which 
θεώρωῶν ALTO πλεοναχῶς, δὲ εξαλλαττεδι το 

Follows , in order that through The Sameness of The Leader , he may show , on the one hand , 


EMOMEVOV, ινὰ δια της TAVTOTNTOG TOV NyOvpEVOD ἐενδειξηται LIEV 

The Union of The Divine Unities (for whichever of these you take , you can assume the same 
τὴν EVOOLV TOV θειῶν Evad@V (YaP ναν τούτων λαβοις, δλαμβανες τὴν aLTHV 
for the others , surely then because All are also in Each-Other and are rooted in The One ; for 
ταις αλλαις, δὴ διοτι πασαι ELOL καὶ EV GAANAAIS καὶ EVEPPICWVTAL TM EVI : YAP 
just as trees are fixed to The Earth by their foremost parts and are earthy in virtue of that , 
καθαπερ Ta SEVSPA EVIOPOVTAL TH γη EALTOV ταῖς κορυφαῖς καὶ EOTL γηινα KOT’ EKELVAC , 
in the same way also The Divine Beings are rooted by Their Summits in The One , and Each 


TOV ALTOV τροπον και TA VELA EVEPPICWVTAL EALTMV ταῖς AKPOTIOLV TH EVI, καὶ EKAGTOV 
of Them is a Unity and One through Its Unmixed Union with The One) . On the other hand , 


αὐτῶν EOTL EVAG καὶ EV δια τὴν GOVYYVTOV EVMOLV προς TO εν): δὲ 
though The Variety of That which Follows , Parmenides at one time , assumes The Whole , and 


δια της εξαλλαγήῆς TOD EMOLEVOD , ποτε μὲν παραλαμβανῶὼν TO OAOV , 
td 
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at another time , shape , and at another time , something else , and these , either affirmatively or 
Tote 6& σχημα, ποτξ δὲ τι QAAO ,KOLTaLTA καταφατικῶς ἢ 
negatively , according to The Distinction and Characteristic of Each of Their Divine Orders . 
ATOPATLKWG , τὴν SLAKPLOLV και τὴν LOLOTHTA εκαστης αὐτῶν TOV θειῶν TACEWV : 
Therefore , he shows by means of The Whole that is Conjoined , at once , both The Communion 
δε δια TOVTOG τοῦ συνημμεβνοῦ ομοῦ τ τῆν κοινωῶνιαν 
of The Divine Beings , and The Unmixed Purity of Each of Them . And because of this , on the 
TOV θειῶν και τὴν ἀμικτον καθαροτητα δκαστῶν. Και δια τοῦτο, 
one hand , The Leader is One , and on the other hand , The Followers are many , and Those that 
μεν , TO NYOLDMEVOV EV, δε TO EMOMEVA πολλὰ και TO 
are Conjoined are many , and hence the hypotheses , are more than two , since Parmenides 
συνήμμενα πολλα, και πυποθεσεις πλειοὺς δυοιν, tov Παρμενιδου 
through his hypothesis of The One Being , at one time , ascends to The One that is Prior to The 
δια της UMOVEDEWS TOD EVOG OVTOG ποτὲ μὲν AVOATPEYOVTOG ETL TO EV TO TPO τῶν 
Participated Unities , and at another time , passes through the whole extent of The Unities which 
μεθεκτικῶν EVASOV , mots δὲ διεξιοντος τὸ πλατος αὐτῶν 
are in The Real Beings , and at another time , unfolds the subsistence of those that are inferior 
εν τοῖς ODO, ποτε bE OAVELPLOKOVTOG ὑποστασιν ALTWV τὴν ὑυφειμδενὴν 
to Being . Thus generally , since it has been previously stated about this method , that its purpose 
tov ovtoc.d& Ὅλως, EemEerdy TPOELIPNTAL περι τῆς ταῦτης μεθοδοὺῦ αὐτῇ σκοπος 
is to postulate a given proposition to see what follows for itself , in relation to itself and to others , 
θεμενη τι τοδὲ κατιδεῖν τι ETETAL αὐτῷ προς αὖὕτο καιτα αλλα 
and what does not follow , and in turn , for the others , both in relation to each other and to the 
καὶ τι οὐχ ENETAL , καὶ αὖ τοιςαλλοις TE προς αλληλα καὶ προς TO 
postulate , we shall also see how , on the one hand, he himself , in the first hypothesis , examines 
v[moteBEev , οψομεθα Ka OTS LEV QVTOS KATA τὴν πρώτην ὑποθεσιν λαμβανει 
what does not follow for The One , both in relation to Itself and to others , but on the other hand , 
τινα ODY EMETAL τῷ νι. καὶ προς ALTOKALTpPOGTAGAAG, δε 
in the second hypothesis , what follows , then in the third , what follows and does not follow ; 
κατα τὴν δευτεραν τινα τὰ ETOLEVA , OF KATO τὴν τριτὴν τινα TH EMOMEVO καὶ οὐχ EMOLEVEL : 
and how in the two following hypotheses , he examines what follows for the others in relation to 
1051 καὶ omc EV ταῖς δυο παλιν ὑποθεσεσι DEWPEL TIVO τὰ EMOMEVA τοις AAAOIG προς 
themselves and to the postulate and what does not follow ; and how in the remaining four sections 
αὐτὰ καὶ τουποτεθὲν καὶ οὐχ EMOLMEVA , καὶ πῶς EV ταῖς λοιπαῖς τετρασι 
he varies his hypotheses in a similar way ; so that one should not be disturbed at contemplating 
διαποικιλλει AVTOG τας ὑποθεσεις ομοιῶς : MOTE YPN οὐ ταρεττεσθαι PAEnovta 
the multiplicity of hypotheses , nor think that one is going beyond the proper limits of the 
το πληθος τῶν ὑποθεσεῶν,, οὐδε οἴεσθαι ekBatvetv αὐτῶν τὴν 
proposed method , nor that one is deviating from the study of The Unity of The Sources , but that 
TPOKELLEVOV μεθοδον, οὐδὲ αφιστασθαι της DEMPLAG περι EvadOG τῶν ἀρχῶν, AAA’ 
he is demonstrating at once , both Their Unity and Their Distinctness ; for They are All Unified , 
ἐπιδεικνύναι ομοῦ TE αὐτῶν τὴν EVMOLV και τὴν διακρισιν : YAP TAAL εἰσιν συνηνώμεναι 
by Abiding in The One , and They are made Distinct by the different degrees of The Procession 
EV HEVELV EV TO EVL , καὶ πεποιησθαι διακεκρινται Tw διαφορον τὴν προδον 
from The One. And do not be astonished , if we say this about The Divine Unities ; for thus also 
απο τοὺ EvoG. Kat μη θαυμασης Et λεγομεν ταῦτα ETL TOV DELWV EVASOV : YAP αλλα και 
we are thus accustomed to call The Intellectual Essences and The Whole of The Intellectual 
OLTWS ειώθαμεν KOAELV ETL τῶν νοερῶν οὐσιῶν και πασαν τὴν VOEPaV 
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Essence , Impartible and One , and The One Intellect , All , because of The Sameness that Draws 


ODOLAV ἀμέριστον καὶ μιαν, καὶ τοὺς EVA νοὺς παντας, δια τὴν TALTOTHTA τὴν συν-- 
upwards and is Connective of every Intellectual Underlying Reality . But if it is so , concerning 


AYOYOV καὶ OLVEKTIKNV παάσης της νοερᾶς ὑποστασεῶς. SEEL OLTWSG δπι 
These , what should we think about The Unities Themselves among The Real Beings ? Are They 
TODTOV, TL YPN οἴεσθαι περι τῶν δναδῶν αῦὑτων ἔν τοις οὐσν ; ὡς 
not Transcendently United? ΑΙ They not in One-Another ? Is not Their Inter-mingling 


οὐχ SLAPEPOVTMSG NVOVTAL ; εἰσιν οὐχ ὡς EV ἀαλληλαῖς ; ὡς EOTLV οὐχ αὐτῶν ἡ συγκρασις 
Unsurpassable ? Do They not Remain in The Innermost Sanctuary of The One ? Do They not All 


AvoTEPBANTOS ; εἰσιν ὡς OLY, ανεκφοιτητοι TOD EVOG ; ὥς ουχ TAGAL 
possess The Form of The One ? Certainly then , Everywhere , The Primal Beings possess The 
EXOLOL μορῴφην TOD EVOG ; γοῦν Πανταχου τὰ πρῶτα ἔχει τῆς 


Form of Their Own Causes. Since also The Soul , The First of The Bodies , is The Most Full 
μορφην EQvTOV αἴτιας. yap Kat ψύχη TO πρώτιστον TOV CALATWOV TAPATANOLUG 
of Vitality , And The First among souls has The Form of Intellect , and The First Intellect is God , 
COTIKMTATOV, καὶ ἡ πρῶτη ψυχῶν VOELONG , καὶ οπρῶτιστοςο νοὺς θεος: 
So also among Numbers , The First has The Form of One and is Unific and Super-Essential , 
ὥστε καὶ TOV APLOL@V ο πρώτιστος EVOELONG καὶ ἔστι EVASLKOG καὶ ὑπεροῦσιος, 
just as The One. And if then , The Unities are also numerous , then there is both Multiplicity and 
ὡς TO €V. και Ειοῦν αἱ ξδναδες εστι καὶ αριθμος, και το πλῆθος και 
The Unity There . (η ev@otc εκει .) 
On the one hand , so much has been said by us on this subject . But on the other 
LEV Ταῦτα προειρησθῶὼ ἡμῖν περι τουτῶν. δὲ 
hand , since Parmenides denies and asserts different propositions in the different hypotheses , and 
Eze. o lappevidys avaipet καὶ τιθησιν αλλα Kat’? αλλας ὑποθεσεις, KAI 
in this way often both denies and affirms the same things on different subjects , and generally , 
@Ol πολλακις HEV ATOOAOGKEL OE καταφασκει τὰ ALTA EN AAAWVY , καὶ OAWS 
it is clear that he is truly playing a serious game and traversing through its very nature , 
EOTLV ONAOG οντῶς TALICOV TPAYHATELWON παιδιαν καὶ OSELOV δι τῆς ALTIS φύσεως, 
but not , as some have absurdly held , of pursuing a soulless business , and an empty 
1052 GAA’ ovy , ὡς τινες υθλησαν, LETLOV τινα αψυχον TOV πραγματῶν και κενὴν 
logical exercise , nor of elegantly making use of reputable arguments in a grand style , 
τὴν λογικὴν γυμνασιαν οὐυδε καλλωπιζομενος επιχειρημασι επι τοις EVSOEOIG μεγαλοπρεπῶς, 
surely then those who have heard and genuinely applied the works of Plato , have also properly 
én οσοι ἀκροάσεῶς καὶ γνησιῶς EbNWAVTO τῆς τοῦ Πλατῶνος, καὶ OLKELMS 
harmonized some of the subject matter , to these hypotheses , in order that in each hypothesis 
εφαρμοσαι ATTA πραγματα ταῖς TALTAIG ὑυποθεσεσιν. IVa καθ’ EKAOTHV ὑποθεσιν 
a certain Order should be revealed of Real-Beings/Reality , that is unfolded by the method of 
τις ταξις AVAPALVNTAL TOV OVIOV , OAVELPLOKOLEVN ταῖς μεθοδοις 
Parmenides , and by contemplating the difference of the subsistence of all the others ; and this 
tov Παρμενιδοὺ Kat θεωρουμενη TO διαφορον υφεστηκοτῶν TOV AAAWV, KALTNG 
difference itself , should also possess the perfective-contribution in relation to the others . And 
Q@vtTnG , NV και EXEL ODVTEAELQV προς τααλλα. Και 
this being their intent , they took different paths in different ways in dividing their subjects . 
τοῦτο AVTOIG SOEAV, METOLNVTAL ἀαλλοι ἀτραποὺς KAT’ αλλας διανομὴν TOV TPAYHATOV . 
Certainly then , we must define beforehand those statements ; what they call a hypothesis , as 
μην προδιοριστεον τῶν ρηθησομενῶν τι καλοῦσιν ὑποθεσιν, 
those , whose concern it is to harmonize the proofs to certain subjects . And since they are not 
Τοσοῦτον. οἷς EHEANOE εφαρμοσαι τας ATOSELYELG TOD τισιν πραγματος : καὶ OTL οὐ 
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simply looking at the method of Parmenides (for according to that , there are two hypotheses , 


OANAWG ορῶσι προς τὴν μεθοδον (yap κατ᾽ εκεινὴν εἰσι δυο υποθεσεις, 
the one , asserting the existence of the proposed subject , the other , solely denying it) , but 
ἡ μεν τιθεισα ειναι TO προκειμβνον, ἢ SE μονον μη διναι), αλλα 


they call a hypothesis that which , either takes up a part of the method that leads 
ονομαζοῦυσιν ὑποθεσιν TALTHV , NTIS ἀναλαβοῦσα TO μερος τῆς μεθοδοὺ συναγει 
to similar conclusions , or all affirmative , or all negative , or both. Thus , it makes no 


TO OMOLA συμπεράσματα ἡ παντα KATAMATLKOV ἡ ATOPATIKOV ἡ αμφοτερα. SE οὐδὲν 
difference to them , whether we draw these conclusions in relation to itself or to something else , 


Διαφερει ALTOIG, ElTE συναγομεν ταῦτα προς ξαῦτο ELTE προςτιαλλο, 
but only that the quality of the subject be the same ; and in this way , they make the hypotheses 
αλλ’ LOVOV TO TOLOV ElN TALTOV : καὶ μὲν ουτῶσι MOLOLGLV ὑυὑποθεσεις 
concerning The One different , and also those concerning those other than The One ; but simply , 


δπι τοῦξδνος αλλας, SE καὶ GAAGG El TOVOAAAWV τοὺ EVOG : δὲ ATAMS 
in the case of each , given the same premises , if the conclusions differ from the quality , then this 

εφ’ EKAOTOV , NYOOLEVOV TOV αὐτῶν, EAV τὰ ETOLEVA διαφερὴ TH ποιῶ, τοῦτο 
they call a hypothesis . But having made this distinction , let us pass on to the following . Then , 


καλοῦσιν ὑποθεσιν. δὲ Τούτου διορισθεντος, χῶρουμεν ETL TA EMOWEVa . ODLV 
on the one hand , others divide the hypotheses into a total of eight , declaring that in the first one , 


LIEV Ou διελοντες τας ὑποθεσεις εις πασας οκτῶ, φασι EV TH πρώτη LEV 
the discussion is about The One Itself that has come to be ; whereas in the second one, it is about 


τον λογον περι τοὺ EVOG ALT γεγονεναι : δὲ EV TY OEUTEPA περι 
Intellect and The Intellectual Order of Reality ; then , in the third , about rational souls ; then 


τοῦ νοῦ και της νοερας ὑποσταάσεῶς, δὲ EV τῇ TPLTN περι τῶν λογικῶν ψυχῶν, dE 
in the fourth , about irrational souls ; but in the fifth , about matter , insofar as it already possesses 
EV τῇ TETAPTN περι TOV ἀλογῶν WoYOV, δὲ EV TH πεμπτή TEPLLANS N NON προσεστιν 
some capability for participation in The Ideas ; then in the sixth , about matter , but furthermore , 


τις επιτηδειοτῆς προς τῆν HETOLOLAV TOV ELOOV , OE EV TH EKTY περι DANS, AAAG λοιπον 
in its Kosmic-arrangement , and according to The Ideas it has received in actuality ; but in the 
1053 κεκοσμημξενης και κατ᾿ τα ειδη καταδεδεγμενής EVEPYELAV , αλλα EV τῇ 
seventh , about matter itself , but being both totally devoid of The Ideas Themselves and its 
εβδομη περι LANG αὐτὴν αλλα LEV TE TAVTN τῆς EOTEPNLEVNSG TOV ELOWV αὐτῶν καὶι τῆς 
capacity to participate , by being taken in a bare-naked way , itself by itself ; then , in 
επιτηδειοτήτος προς τὴν LETOVOLAV , AAUBAVOLEVYS WIAWs , αὐτῆς καθ’ savTHV , dE EV 
the eighth , about Form in matter ; for This is the remaining One among The Sources after 


τῇ OYSON περι ειδοὺς TOD EVDAOD : YAP τοῦτο EOTLV ὑπολοιπον HEV ταις ἀρχαῖς μετὰ 
The One , after Intellect , after the two classes of Soul , and after the much discussed matter . 


TO EV, [ETO TOV νοῦν, μετα TA OLTTA YEVN TOV ψυχῶν, μετὰ την πολυθρυλλητον LANV. 
But this arrangement , while being correct , on the one hand, in guarding each of The Sources 


AAA αὐτή ἡ διαταξις κατορθοῦυσα LEV περι TO φυλαττειν EKAOTHV ἀρχῶν 

(for even the Form-in-matter is a Source , even if it also exists in ἃ coordinate way with matter : 

(YAP και TO ξιδος EVLAOV EOTLV τις APYN] , καὶ EL και OTOLYELMONS vAn 

and then The Soul is entirely a Source , even if the irrational soul exists in one way , while the 

καὶ d€ NWoYN TAVT@S ἀρχῇ, KOALEL NAAOYOG LEV AAW , y 

rational soul exists in another way ; and even more than these , The Much-Revered Intellect , 
Aoyucn δὲ QAAMG : KALALTOGAPOSTOVTOIG ο TOALTILNTOS νοῦς, 

and even more , The Divinity of Intellect) , then , while guarding this , it goes astray , on the 

καὶ TOAA® πλξον οθεος γοῦν φυλαττοῦυσα ταῦτα πλημμελδξι 
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other hand , concerning the number and the order of the hypotheses ; for clearly , there are nine 
δ᾽ περι τον αριθμον και τὴν ταξιν αὐτῶν : YAP OAbWS οὐσῶν δννξα 
hypotheses , as it will be demonstrated from the writings themselves of Plato , whereas they 
TOV LTOVEGEMV , ὡς SELYONOETAL EN’ TOV AEEE@V αὐτῶν TOD Πλατῶνος 
reduce their number inappropriately ; and surely it also abolishes The Order of The Resources , 
ODOTEAAEL αὐτῶν TOV APLOLOV OD SEOVTMG : καὶ ON καὶ AVALPEL τὴν TAELV TOV TPAYLATOV , 
by introducing The Form last , which is superior to matter which is devoid not only 
εισαγοῦσα TO ξιδος EOYOATOV , O EOTL κρεῖττον τῆς LANG TNS EPATEPNHEVNS OLY μονῶν 
of The Ideas , but also of the capacity for receiving The Form Itself ; and besides that , by ranking 
TOV ELOWV , CAA καὶ της επιτηδειοτήτος αὐτῆς ᾿: καὶ αλλῶς ταττοῦσα 
prior to the matter which has undergone Kosmic-arrangement , that which is unordered and 
προ τῆς LANG κεκοσμημδνης τὴν ἀκοσμητον καὶι 
which possesses mere impressions of The Ideas. Therefore , on the one hand , some of those 
EXOLDOAV ψιλας εμφασεις τῶν ειδωῶν. οῦν μεν τινος AVTOIS 
who have paid attention also have a word to say about this . For they say , that the hypothesis of 
τοις επιστησασιν καὶ ετῦχξ λογοὺῦ παρ᾽ Τοῦτο: yap φασιν, TNS ὑποθεσις 
matter according solely , to its receptive capacity , is brought on first , because on the one hand , 
Ὁλῆς κατ᾽ ἡ μονον επιτηδειοτήτα QYETOL πρώτη. διοτι μεν 
it is more-piercing than that which has not even acquired this receptivity , but on the other hand , 
EOTL TPAVEOTEPA τῆς μηδξ KaTASESEYLEVNG τὴν ταῦτην ENITHSELOTHTE , δὲ 
it is more obscure than that which has already been Kosmically-Arranged , and is more able 
αμυδροτερα τῆς ηδη KEKOOUNMEVNG , καὶ μαλλον δυναται 
to show the nature of matter than that which is already being maintained by The Ideas , so it is 
δεικνύναι τὴν φυσιν τῆς LANG τῆς ηδη κατεχομδνῆς τοις εἰδεσι, δὲ EOTIV 
to be thought of even less to be blamed than that which is entirely considered along with sterility . 
LOYLOLO NTTOV ἀμξμπτος TNS πάντη θεωρουμδνης PETA τῆς στερήσεως. 
However , on the one hand , many others have opposed and written against these people . Thus , 
Ada LEV πλειοὺς αλλοι ENEOTNHOAV καὶ AVTEYPAWAV τοῦτοις : 
on the other hand , of those who have made the division of the hypotheses into nine , some , on 
δε τῶν πεποιημξνοῶν τας διαιρεσεις τῶν ὑυποθεσεῶν εἰς EVVEX, οἱ 
the one hand , distribute the subjects as follows ; the first concerns The Primal God (for all 
HEV SLAVELLOLOLV TO πραγματα OLTWS : ἡ πρώτη περι TOV TPMTLOTOD θεοῦ (γὰρ παντες 
have this subject in common) ; the second concerns The Intelligible Level ; the third , is about 
1054 eyovolv τοῦτο κοινον), ἡ SELVTEPA περι τοῦ νοητοῦ TAGTOLG,NTPITH περι 
Soul (but not only about rational soul , as their predecessors asserted) ; the fourth is about body 
WoYNSG (AAA’ OLYL μονον τῆς λογικῆς. ὡς αὑτῶν οἵ TPO EAEYOV) , ἡ TETAPTY περι σώματος 
that is in some way Kosmically-arranged ; the fifth is about body that is unordered ; the sixth 
τινος κεκοσμήημδνου, ἢ πεμπτὴ περι σώματος AKOOUNTOD , ἢ EKTH 
is about Kosmically-arranged matter ; the seventh is about matter , but that which is unordered ; 
περι κεκοσμημενης ὑλῆς, ἡεβδομὴ περι ὑλῆς, SE ταῦτης ακοσμήητου, 
the eighth is about The-Ideas-in-matter , however , being seen in its underlying substance ; the 
Ἢ Ογδοῃῇ περι τῶν ElOWVEVLAMV LEVTOL DEMPOLLEV@V EVTM VDTOKEILEVO , ἢ 
ninth is about The-Ideas-in-matter , being considered by Themselves , apart from matter . While 
EVVATY περι TOV ELO@V EVLAMV ECETACOLHEV@V Eb’ EALTO@V χωριςτηςυλης. 
on the other hand , for those who find , on the one hand, it is also easy to tear apart the order 


δε Tovtoic ὑπαρχξι LEV EOTLV καὶ TO EVOLALPETOV ἡ ταξις 
in any wey on the other hand , they take up the same subjects twice ; for we would not be able 
om : δὲ παραλαμβανοῦυσιν τὰ αὑτα δις: γὰρ οὐχ ξξομὲεν 
πὶ 


17 


to say , in what way ordered matter differs from either unordered or ordered body : 


AYELV, τινι KEKOOL LEVY LAN SLAEPEL TOD ἀακοσμήτου ἡ KEPKOGUNHEVOLD σώματος: 
For even if the body which is without quality becomes ordered , it is the same as the unordered 


γὰρ ElTE TO σῶμα ποιὸν YEVOLEVN KEKOGUNTAL , EOTL TAVTOV TH AKOOUNTO 
body , and surely it will be the same . Furthermore , they are not introducing The Sources 
σώματι καὶ SN ἔσται ταῦτον. Και ett οὐκ εισαγοῦυσι αἀρχας 


of Real-Beings ; for how can some ordered body be The Source ? How then, is this body , not 


TOV OVTOV : YAP TMS TH κεκοσμημδξνον σώματι ἡ ἀρχῇ; πῶς SE EOTLTOVTO ODYXL 
that which is given-subsistence from Sources ? And how then , can the fifth hypothesis be about 


TO LOLOTALEVOV EK TOV ἀρχῶν ; καὶ πῶς δὲ ἢ πεμπτη περι 
unordered body ? For on the one hand , this hypothesis explicitly concludes that , the others are 
ακοσμήητου σώματος; LEV αὐτῇ διαρρηδην ovvayelt ὡς τὰ αλλα 
neither at rest nor in motion , if they do not partake of The One ; whereas on the other hand , 


οὔτε EOTIKEV οὔτε KIVELTOL μη HETEYOVTO TOD EVOG : og 
unordered body is in motion , so also agrees the Timaeus (30a) , but “in an inharmonious and 
TO AKOOLNTOV σῶμα κινούμενον, προσηγορεῦκε O Τιμαῖος, dE μεν πλημμελῶς και 
disorderly way”. And how then, could form, taken as a notion without matter , be 

ataxktac . Kot Πὼς δὲ av το διδος λαμβανομξνον κατ᾽ ENLVOLAV ανεὺ LATS EIN 
the Source of anything ? For Sources do not possess Their Subsistence according to a notion , 


apxyn τινος 3; YAP Al APYXOAL οὐκ EXOLOLV τὴν ὑποστασιν κατ᾽ επινοιαν, 

but according to Their Summits/Hyparxis . Surely then concerning the authority from which the 
αλλαὰ καθ᾽ υπαρχιν i γοῦν TO κῦρος εφ᾽ ὧν ἢ 
notion has been allotted , when the notion is removed , the existence of those that are conceived 
EMLVOLAV = EAQYEV , τῆς ξεπινοιας ἀρθεισηῆς ἢ ὑποστασις τῶν LVIOVOODLEV@V 
is also removed ; but Sources are Sources through Their Own Authority and not according to our 

και οἴχεται: dE AL APY εἰσιν APYat δι’ εαῦτας καὶ οὐ δια ἡμξτερας 
notions. And generally , there are many clear objections to this opinion , and since 


τας επινοιας. Kar ολῶς πολλὰ σαφῶς AVTELPNTAL προς ταῦτην τὴν δοξαν, και 
the ninth hypothesis overturns all possibilities , and allows nothing to exist , not even 


τῆς ἐννάτης ὑποθεσεὼς AVATPETMOLONG TAVTA , καὶ EWONSG οὐδὲν τινος TOV OVTOV , οὔτε 
conceptually , and argues specifically against this so-called conceptual form . 
κατ᾽ ENLVOLAV , καὶ AVTLPOEYYOLEVNS προς τοῦτο AEYOLIEVOV TO KAT’ επινοιαν E150G . 

Then others (as Damascius : tov apyov) , following after these , follow a different way of introducing 
de Ou μετα τουτοὺς κατ᾽ αλλον τροπον ELOMYOVTEG 
The Real Beings , for on the one hand , they declare the first hypothesis to be concerned with God 

TA OVTA , μεν λεγοντες τὴν πρῶτην ξδιναι περι θεου 
and The Gods , for the first hypothesis is not only about The One , but the discussion is also about 


1055 Kat θεῶν : yap OD HOVOV περι τοὺ EVOG , ἀλλα TOV λογον καὶ περι 
The Whole Intelligible Realm of The Divine Unities ; ((but the second hypothesis will be made 


πασῶν νοητῶν τῶν θειῶν εναδῶν (( dE τὴν δεῦτεραν avtnv ποιεισθαι 
about the whole extent of The Intellectual Realm)) ; then , the third is no longer about Soul , as 
περι παντος πλατοὺς τοῦ νοᾶροῦὺ :)) SE τῆν TPITNV, οὐκ ETL περι ψυχης. ὡς 
those that were prior to them declared , but about The Genera that are Superior to us ; Angels , 


οι προ αὐτῶν . CAAA περι τῶν γενῶν κρειττονῶν ἡμῶν, AYYEAOV , 
Spirits and Heroes (for These Genera are Proximately Dependant upon The Gods and are 


SALLOVOV , NPOWV (YAP TA ταῦτα γενῆ προσεχῶς εξηρτήησθαι τῶν θεῶν καὶ ειναι 
Superior even to The Whole Souls Themselves ; this then , is their most paradoxical view , and 


KPELTTOVA καὶ τῶν ολῶν ψυχῶν αὑτῶν : τοῦτο SH το παραδοξοτατον ,καὶι 
td 
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it is because of this , that they assert that These take a Prior Order than souls in the hypotheses) . 


δια τοῦτο φασι τὴν λαβειν προ TAELV τῶν ψυχῶν EV ταις ὑποθεσεσι); 
Then , the fourth hypothesis is about rational souls ; then the fifth , is about those secondary souls 
ὃὲ τὴν τεταρτῆν περι TOV λογικῶν WOYOV , SE τὴν πεμπτὴῆν περι TOV SELTEPOV ψυχῶν 
which are woven onto the rational souls , then the sixth , is about The-Ideas-in-matter and all 
TPOOLOALVOLEVOV ταῖς λογικαῖς ψυχαῖς, SE τὴν EKTHV περι TOV ELOWV EVLAOV καὶ παντῶν 
the seminal Reason-sources ; then further the seventh , is about matter itself ; then the eighth , 


TOV ONEPUATIKOV λογῶν, dE λοιπον τὴν εβδομὴν περι τῆς LANS AvTIGS, δὲ τὴν ογδοην 
is about body of The Heaven ; then the ninth , is about body that is generated and beneath 


περι σώματος TOD OVPAVLOD , δὲ τὴν EVVATHV περι σώματος TOD γεννητοῦ καὶ LTO 

The Moon . Thus on the one hand , this school of thought is correct in that it does not take 

osAnvynv : δὲ LEV οὔτοι κατορθοῦσι OTL οὐ παραλαμβανοῦυσι 

the same thing twice , but on the other hand, let-slip-in , The Superior Genera , improperly . 
ταῦτον dic , δε παρεισκυκλοῦσιν TA KPELTTOVa YEV Ov SEOVTMS : 

For either These are Intellectual , and so we have the discussion about the whole extent of The 


γὰρ ElTE EOTIV VOEPA , EXOLEV λογον TEPL MAVTOG πλατοὺς τοῦ 
Intellectual Order in the second hypothesis ; or they are psychical , and so it is clear that the 


VoOEpov EV TY δεύτερα ὑποθεσει : ELTE WoxlKa δήηλον SG 
consideration of them should also be contained in the hypothesis about soul . Then , a further 


τὴν θεώριαν TOLTMV καὶ περιληψεται εις τὴν DTOVEOLV περι ψυχῆς. δὲ και 
objection to this school of thought , is that they bring in end-products , but not Sources , in the 
Προσεστι τοῦτοις παραλαμβανειν ἀποτελεσματα,, AAA’ οὐκ APYAG EV ταις 
last group of hypotheses . Thus , all these commentators have a common misconception about 
1056 teAsvtataic ὑποθεσεσι. δὲ παντῶν εστι Κοινον παροραμὰ. ὃν 
these , as they do not see that on the one hand , the first five hypotheses lead to true conclusions , 


TOVTOLG , ὡς μη KATLOELV TO HEV αι MEVTE TOV UTOVEGEWV AANON συναγοῦσιν, 
whereas on the other hand , the remaining four show forth various absurdities ; and since this 


δὲ αι λοιπαι τεσσαρες δεικνυοῦσι τινα ατοπα : καὶ γὰρ τοῦτο 
was the subject matter of Parmenides , to demonstrate how , if The One Is , All The Real-Beings 


NV TO προκειμξνον τῷ Παρμενιδη δειξαι πῶς, τοῦ ἕνος οντος, παντα τὰ οντὰ 
are generated , and how, if The One is not , everything is eliminated so that nothing still exists 


OAMOYEVVATAL , καὶ πῶς, OVTOG μη, TA MAVTA AVALIPEITAL καὶ οὐδεν ETL EOTAL 
in any way whatsoever ; and the whole method announces that this , is what it is demonstrating , 


οὐδαμοῦ : καὶ ἡ πᾶσα μεθοδος παρακελεύεται τοῦτο δεικνύναι 
both through the postulation of true propositions , and through the refutation of false ones . For 


Kat dla τῆς θεσεῶς TOV GANO@V και δια τῆς AVALPEDEWS TOV WELSOV . 
example the hypothesis : If on the one hand , Providence exists , All of The Real Beings will be 


Οιον tovmotebev: δι μεν προνοια EOTL παντα τὰ OVTO εἕει 
as they should be ; but on the other hand , if Providence does not exist , nothing will be as 


ορθως: δὲ ει προνοια μηξδστι , οὐδεν ξεξει 
it should be , but both Wholes and parts will be governed badly . Accordingly then , Providence 


καλῶς ,αλλα καὶ TO OAG καὶ τὰ μερὴ πολιτεύσεται κακῶς: Apa προνοια 
exists ; for Its existence is also The Cause of Goods , and its non-existence “the cause” of evils . 


EOTLV , YAP αὑτὴν TO ELVAL καὶ αἴτιον ἀγαθῶν, καὶ το μῆ Elva κακῶν. 
So then , these theorists should also have realized that the aim of Parmenides was to show that 


TOLWDV τούτους Εδει και επιστησαι OTL σκοπος THO Παρμενιδη δειξαι 
on the one hand , by the existence of The One , All The Real-Beings acquire Their Allotment of 


μὲν τῷ ξιναι το EV TOAVTOA τὰ OVTA τὴν λαγχανοντα 
td 
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Subsistence , while on the other hand , through its non-existence , the nature of all The Resources 
υποστασιν, δὲ τῷ μὴ ELVAL τὴν φυσιν πασαν τῶν πραγματῶν 
would utterly disappear (which is surely what he also distinctly states at the conclusion of all 
apdonv αφανιζομενην ( ο én αὐτος καὶ SLAPPNSNHV λεγει συμπεράσματι πασῶν 
the hypotheses) ; they would also see this at a glance , that they should not have in any way at all 
TOV ὑυποθεσεων)ὴ: καὶ τοῦτο συνιδοντας μη TOAVTOS 
also introduced other subjects in the remaining four hypotheses , nor , as it were , kept traveling 
καὶ ELOAYELV ETEPA πραγματα EV ταῖς λοιπας TETPAOL τῶν ὑποθεσεῶν μηδε οἷον οδεῦειν 
in ἃ straight line , but on the one hand , should have discerned The Sources of The Real-Beings 
1057 ev0e1iav , αλλα μὲν Oewpetv τας APYAG τῶν OVTOV 
throughout the first five hypotheses , whereas on the other hand , through the last four , should 
δια τῶν TEVTE ὑυποθεσεῶν, og δια τῶν τεσσαρῶν 
not have sought to find characteristic natures , but should have been refuted in such a way that , 
un Cntetv ιδιας dvoEeic , dE απελεξγχειν OTLMG 
if one removes The One , then many impossible conclusions result from propositions that seem 
AVALPOLDLEVOD τοῦ EVOG καὶ πολλαὶ αδῦύνατα συμβαῖινδι τῶν δοκουντῶν 
to be possible to us . Surely then , the first one , of which we are aware , to guard against this 
ειναι δυνατῶν ἡμῖν. on τοπρῶτος, WV NEG ισμὲν, φυλαξαμενος Τοῦτο 
oversight was the philosopher from Rhodes (Aristotle of Rhodes) , and who himself arranges the 
παρορᾶαμα ο φιλοσοφος εκ Podov καὶ ALTOS διατιθησι τας 
hypotheses in another way . For on the one hand , he makes ten of them all , and on the other 
υποθεσεις αλλον TPOTOV . γὰρ μεν ποιδι Δεκα τας πασας, δὲ 
hand , arrays the first five against the remaining five , by positing the first , on the one hand , for 
αντιπαρατεῖνει ταῖς MEVTE τας λοιπας πεντεξ. τιθεμενος τὴν TP@THV LEV WS 
it shows that , if The One exists , The Most Divinely Inspired Doctrines of Philosophy follow , 
δεικνύναι , El TOEV ἔστι, TA EVOOLOLAOTIK@TATA SOYHATA φιλοσοφιας AKOAOLOEL , 
such as Plato has also taught us in other works concerning The One ; whereas on the other hand , 
oo 0 Πλατῶν Ka ανεδιδαξε ἡμας EV αλλοις περι TOD EVOG : δὲ 
the sixth shows us that , if The One does not exist , nothing that can be philosophically stated 
τὴν EKTHV ὡς, δι TOEV UN ἔστι, οὐδεν TOV SLVAHEVOV φιλοσοφεισθαι 
about The One will agree with this hypothesis . Then , in the second and seventh , the hypotheses 
περι TOD EVOG GLLOMVNOEL TH TALTY ὑποθεσει : SE EV TH δεύτερα καὶ EPSON τα 
about Intellect and The Intelligible Realm are examined ; how on the one hand that , if It exists , 
περι VOD και νοήτου εξεταζεσθαι, omov μεν ὡς €l ἔστι. 
All The Most Beautiful Doctrines about These follow , how on the other hand that , if It does not 
παντα TA KAAALOTA δογματα περι αὑτῶν ETETAL , OOD og ὡς, El un 
exist , we overturn all true statements about Them . Then in the third and eighth , the subject is 
EOTL, AVATPETMOLEV πασαν τὴν αληθειαν περι αὐτῶν : OE EV TH τριτὴ καὶ OydoN , 
about the objects of discursive reasoning ; for these are next after The Intelligibles , how the one 











περι τῶν διανοητῶν : χαρ ταῦτα Elva εφεξης τοῖς νοητοῖς, ποῦ μὲν 
hypothesis shows that , if they exist , they are in accordance with our conceptions , but the other , 

δεικνυμενῶν ὡς, εἰ ἔστι, ODLOOVOV ἡμῶν τας EVVOLALG , δε 
how they are shown to be discordant , if they do not exist . Then , in the fourth and ninth , 
TOD αποφαινομενῶν SLAPWVOV , EL μη στιν: δὲ EV TH TETOPTH καὶ EVVATH , 
the subject is about the embodied Ideas ; for these are , on the one hand , the objects of discursive 

περι τῶν σωματικῶν ELOWV : YAP ταῦτα ἔστι μὲν TO δια- 
reasoning , according to The Divided Line in the Republic ; that if on the one hand , The One 
-VONTO , KATA τὴν SLALPEOLV τῆς γράμμῆς ev Πολιίτεια : ὡς μεν TOD EVOG 
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exists , then these also exist , but if on the other hand , The One does not exist , then neither is it 





OVTOG , ταῦτα EOTL, δὲ Un οντος, ουδξ Elva 
possible that these exist . Then in the remaining pair , the fifth and the tenth , the subject is about 
SOVATOV ταῦτα : δὲ EV ταῖς λοιπαῖς SLO, TH TEUTTY καὶ TH SEKatn , περι 


the receptacle of the bodies : how on the one hand , in the fifth hypothesis , the receptacle 


1058 της ὑποδοχῆς TOV OMUATOV ,OTOD HEV τῆ πεμτὴ ὑποθεσει 
is harmonized through the existence of The One ; ((but in the tenth , how it is excluded from such 


συμφωνουσης TOD ELVOLL to ev. (( Greek missing , translation as 
harmony through the “non-existence” of The One)) . These propositions should also be admired 
supplied by Morrow/Dillon } Ταῦτα χρη Kat θαυμαζειν 
on the one hand , for the sake of their order and their intelligence , by grasping that at one time , 
LEV EVEKO τῆς TAEEMSG καὶ τῆς συνεσεῶς, TODANTTEOV ὡς MOTE HEV 
the conclusions reached are absurd , but at another time , that they are true and follow along with 
TO ODVAYOLEVO QtTONA , d& ποτε ὡς αληθηὴ Kal ETIOLEVO 
the nature of affairs/conditions . But on the other hand , in other ways , and because it innovates 
τῇ OLOEL TOV TPAYLATOV : δε αλλῶς , καὶ OTL καινοτομδξι 


in regards to the number of the hypotheses , and fabricates one certain hypothesis that contributes 
περι TOV APLOLLOV τῆς ὑποθεσεῶς καὶ AVATAATTEL μιαν τινα ὑποθεσιν συνεισφερουσαν 
nothing , it is to be rejected . And because it particularly strives to array the first five against 
οὐδὲν, TOAPAOITHTEOV : καὶ OTL παντῶς σπουδαζει AVTINAPATELVELV ταῖς TEVTE 
the other five , in ἃ one to one basis . For generally , it is not absurd to say that The One does not 
αλλας, EKAOTIHV προς EKAOTHV TOOALTAG . YAP OAWS EOTL οὐδε ατοπον TO AEYELV TO EV LN 
exist , nor would anyone draw any impossible conclusions from it , by taking up such a 
EVAL , ODO’ AV τις συναγαγοι οὐδὲν TOV αδυνατῶν περι αὐτου, παραλαβὼν TOLALTHV 
hypothesis . For That One , The Very First of The Wholes does not exist , since It is Superior 
LTOVEOLV : YAP EKELVO TO EV TO πρώτιστον τῶν OAMV ουκ EOTLV , αλλα EOTLV κρεῖττον 
even to Being . But it is necessary , that absurd conclusions follow from those that come after It , 
καὶ TOD ειναι. Αλλα ἀναγκαῖον τα ἀατοπα ακολούθειν περι τὰ μετ᾽ αὕτην, 
so that we could not consent of pairing the sixth hypothesis with the first ; nor then , the others 
ὥστε αν οὐκ ANOSLOOLLEV τῆν EKTNV ὑποθεσιν προς τὴν πρώτην ; OLT’ APA τας AAAAG 
with the others . For the order itself , has even persuaded him to cut up the one hypothesis 
προς TAG αλλας : YAP ἡ ταξις αὐτῇ καὶ AVETELOE AVTOV κατατεμειν τὴν μιαν ὑποθεσιν 
and thus make the number increase . 
και ποιησαῖι TOV αριθμον TAELO . 
After these people , our grandfather Plutarchos (by accepting the teaching , 
Ent τοῦτοις O ἥμετερος TPOTATAP Πλουταρχος (εκ λαβὼν της διδασκαλιας 
on the one hand , of ancient authorities , concerning the number of the hypotheses as being nine , 
μεν τῶν παλαιῶν τον ἀριθμον αι ὑποθεσεις ὡς EVVEO, 
and on the other hand , from this newer theory , that according to the first five , true doctrines 
δὲ εκ τῆς ταῦτης νεώτερας οτι κατα τας πεντε TA ἀαλήηθη τῶν δογματῶν 
are drawn from the postulate that The One exists , while in the remaining ones , absurdities are 
συναγεξι TO tToev eivat, d€ EV ταῖς λοιπαῖς ατοπα 
shown to follow from the postulate that The One does not exist ; and that its subject concerns 
SELKVDOLV ETOLEVO TO TO εν μη ELVEAL : καὶ οτι ἡ προγματεια περι 
Sources) took-up The Primary and Ruling Subsistence of The Real-Beings , from the proposition 
APEWV) παραλαμβανει TAG TPWTLOTAG καὶ APYLKAG ὑποστάσεις τῶν οντῶν τῶ 
that The One exists , both Those that are Transcendent and those that are manifest in the functions 
TO EV ELVAL, TE τας ECNPNHEVAG καὶ TAS AVAPOALVOHEVAG EV τοις πραγμασιν 
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of the entities themselves , and by the proposition that The One does not exist , found it manifest 


1059 QUTOIG , και TO TO EV μη evar EVPLOKEL 
that the order of all functions is utterly demolished. And by taking-up these assumptions , 
τὴν TAELV TOV πραγματῶν apdnv αφανιζομενην. Και λαβὼν ταῦτα ; 
he arranges that on the one hand , the first hypothesis is about God , but on the other hand , that 
διαταττεται μὲν την πρώτην ὑποθεσιν ειναι περι θεου, δε 
the second is about Intellect , and the third about Soul , and the fourth is about Ideas-in-matter , 
τὴν OEVTEPAV περι νοῦ, SE τῆν τριτὴν περι ψυχῆς, SE την TETAPTHV περι ELSOUG τοῦ EvvAOD , 
and the fifth , is about matter ; in which last two , those other than The One are the subject (for 
δὲ τὴν πεμπτὴν περι τῆς VANS, EV AIG τὰ ἀλλὰ τοῦ δνος υὕυποκξειται (yap 
it was also the custom of the Pythagoreans , as we have said [1048], to call , on the one hand , 

ἣν και 680g τοῖς Πυθαγορεξιοιῖις, ὡς εἰπομὲν ,TPOCAYOPEVELV μεν 
One , All of The Essential-Being that is Incorporeal and Transcendent , but on the other hand , 
EV πασαν τῆν OLOLAV QOMUATOV και YWOPLOTHV , og 
others , that which is corporeal and subsists in bodies) ; so that it is reasonable , on the one hand , 


αλλα τὴν σωματικὴν καὶ υφεστηκυιαν EV σωμασιν) : ὥστε ELKOTWS μεν 
that the first three that enquire what relation The One has both to Itself and to others , should be 


αι τρεις ζητοῦσαι πως το ὃν EXEL TE προς ALTO και αλλα εἰσιν 
about The Three Transcendent and Ruling Causes , while on the other hand , the remaining two , 


περι TOV τριῶν τῶν YOPLOTOV APXLKOV αἰτιῶν, δὲ αι λοιπαι δυο, 
which enquire what relation the others have both , to each other , and to The One , by introducing 


Cntovoar TOG TAOAAMEYEL TE TPOGAAANAG καὶ TOEV, ισαγοῦυσι 
both the Form and the matter ; for these are truly other , and belong to others , but do not belong 
TE TO ELOOG καὶ τὴν VANV : YAP ταῦτα EOTLV OVTMG AAA καὶ OAAWV , GAA’ οὐχ 
to themselves , and are con-causes rather than true causes , as defined in the Phaedo (98) . 


EAVTOV , και OVVALTIA μαλλον ἡ QUA =, ὡς διώρισται Ev Φαιδωνι. 
Having surveyed These Sources in these five hypotheses , both Those that are established Outside 


καταθεάσαμενος TAG TALTAG APYAS Ταῖς TALTAIG MEVTE ὑποθεσεσι, TE TAC εξῳ 
of the resources and Those that are immanent in them , which are introduced by Parmenides on 
TOV πραγματῶν καὶ TAG οὐσας εν αὕτοις, εἰσενηνεγμενας(φερω) Παρμενιδη 
the assumption that the One exists , he then declares that it is shown in the remaining four that 


TO TO EV EVOL, φησιν δεικνυσθαι EV ταῖς λοιπας τετρασι ὡς 
if That One that is present in beings does not exist , if on the one hand , you take non-existence as 
El EKELVO TO EV EV τοις OLOLV μη ἔστιν, El μεν λαβοιῖις τομήηον ὡς 
implying existing in one way , but not existing in another way , then only the sensible will exist 
OLTO ον MN UEV οὐκ ον πῇ δὲ μονον το ALGONTOV EOTAL 
(for if there is no Intelligible , then The One will only be sensible) , and the sensible modes of 
(yap ον οὐκ vontov, TO EV μονον ETAL ALGONTOV), καὶ αἰσθησις τῶν 
knowing , which is intentionally shown to be absurd in the sixth hypothesis ; that there only exists 


YV@OEOV , οπερ (ale δεικνυται ατοπον EV τῇ EKTN , τὸ μονον εἰναι 
sense-perception among the modes of knowledge , and only sense-objects among the objects of 


τὴν αἰσθησιν ὃν ταῖς γνῶσεσιν καὶ μονα τὰ αἴἰσθηῆτα EV τοις 
knowledge . But on the other hand , if The One really does not exist , as in not existing at all 


YVMOTOIG . δὲ Εν TO ενοντῶς UNEOTIV ὡς μηδαμηον 
in any way whatsoever , then every mode of knowledge and every object of knowledge will be 


μηδαμῶς . καὶ πασὰ γνῶσις και OTAV το γνῶστον 
abolished ; which is intentionally shown to be absurd in the seventh of the hypotheses . And if 


OLYNOETAL, OTEP ὡς δεικνῦται aToTOV ὃν τῇ εβδομὴ TOV ὑποθεσεῶν: TE 
Td 
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on the one hand , The One does not exist in this way (as assumed by the sixth hypothesis) , then 


μεν τοῦ EVOG LN OVTOG OLT® WG ELYEV ἢ EKTH OTOVEOIC , 
the others will likely be in the state of dreams and shadows , which is intentionally shown to be 
τὰ αλλα EOLKOTA EOTOL OVELPQOLV και σκιαῖς, ο OS δεικνυσιν 
absurd by the eighth of the hypotheses . But if on the other hand , The One does not exist in the 
QatTOTOV ἡογδοη τῶν ὑποθεσεῶν : δὲ UN οντος ὡς TOD 
sense of not existing in any way whatsoever , then the others will not even attain the fantasies 
OvT@ OVTOG μηδαμῶς : OD HEXYPL εξει φαντασιας 


of a dream-like state of existence , which is quite clearly demonstrated by the ninth hypothesis . 
1060 της ονειρωτικῆς THY ὑποστασιν, ο TEPLIOAVAG SELKVLOL ἡ EVVATY TOV ὑποθεσεῶν : 
So that if on the one hand , one were to say that the first hypothesis has the same relation to the 
ὥστε δι μεν φαιῆς τὴν πρώτην ὑποθεσιν EYXELV τοῦτον λογον προς TAG 
other hypotheses by being The Single Source of Wholes in relation to The Real-Beings , but on 
αλλας ον μιὰ APYN τῶν ολῶν προς τὰ OVTO , 
the other hand , that the remaining four of the first group , are concerned about The Sources 
δε τας λοιπας TECOAPAG τῶν πρῶτῶν πραγματεύεσθαι περι τῶν ἀρχῶν 
following after The One . Then , that the four after these , draw the conclusion that , if The One 
μετὰ EV, OF TAG τεσσαρας μετα ταῦτας συναγεῖν OTL TOD EVOG 
be removed , all that was indicated in the former four would be utterly eliminated , one would 
ανηρημξνου τα παντα δεδειγμενα EV τοῖς τετρασι αρδὴν αναιρειῖται, αν 
likely be giving an explanation correctly . (2:6?) For the third shows that , if The One Being is , 
ταχα ELONYNOALO ορθῶς. yap Tyg τριτῆς δεικνυσης ὡς. EL TO EV OV EOTI, 
then The Whole Order of the soul will exist , the seventh shows that , if The One does not exist , 
ῃ πασα ταξις τῆς ψυχης εσται, ἢ εβδομη δεικνυσιν WG, El μη στιν, 
then every faculty/power of knowledge will be abolished , whether sensible , imaginative , or 
TAC δύναμις YVM@OTIKH avypyntar , aoOntikn  , davtaotikn , 
rational ; whereas the fourth shows that , if That One exists , then the Ideas-in-matter also exist 
Aoyiky : OE τῆς TETAPTIG SELKVUONG WG , El EKELVO TO EV EOTLV , TA ELON] EVVAM καὶ EOTL 
in some way (for these also participate in some way of The One Being) , the eighth shows that , 


πῶς (γαρ ταῦτα καὶ μετεχει πῶς τοῦ EVOG OVTOG) , ἢ OYSON δεικνυσιν ὡς, 
if That Entity alone does not exist , then the objects of sense will be multiple and mere dreams , 
El EKELVO LTO HOVOV μη EOTLV , TA αἰσθητὰ ἔσονται MOAAG καὶ OVELPATO , 


and in no way participate of Essential-being and formal distinction ; whereas the fifth brings to 


καὶ οὐδαμῶς μετέχοντα οὔὕσιας KAI ειδητικῆς διακρισεῶς : δὲ τῆς πεμπτης απο-- 
light that , if The One exists , matter will also exist (although not participating of The One Being 
πφαινοῦυσας WC, εἰ TO EV EOTL, ἡ DAN καὶ εσται (μεντοι μη μετεχοῦσα τοῦ EVOG OVTOG 
insofar as It is Being , but only insofar as It is One) , the ninth shows that not even shadows will 
καθοσον EOTL ον, AAAG HOVOV καθοσον EV), ἢ EVVATH SELKVUGLV ὡς οὐδεν CAMS σκιας 
exist nor participate in Being , if The One does not exist ; for how , if that Cause is abolished , 


ἔσται OLTE HETEXEL ,€l TOEV LN EOTL: YAP πῶς EKELVNGS τῆς AITLAS AVNPNLEVNS 
is it possible for anything in The Whole Kosmos to exist ? Then , according to this arrangement , 


δύνατον τι τῶν παντῶν ειναι; οὖν κατα τῆν ταῦτην διαταξιν, 
we have , on the one hand, the first hypothesis being about The One , which Plato , in the 


Eyopev μεν τὴν πρώτην περι τοῦξνος, OllAatav — ev 
Republic (VI 509b) , also distinctly placed Beyond Essence and Being ; but on the other hand , 


TloAiteva καὶ διαρρηδην EVETO ENEKELVA OVOLASG καὶ TOL OVTOG: dE 
the remaining four about Real-Beings , of which the first two are about The Eternal Real-Beings , 


τας λοιπας τεσσαρας περι τῶν OVTOV, ὧν αἵμὲν δῦο περι τῶν CEL οντῶν, 
rt 
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while the latter two concern created beings , according to the distinction in the Timaeus (274), 
αι dg 6v0 περι TOV γεννητῶν, κατὰ την διαῖρεσιν EV Tipar@ : 
between The Beings embraced by Intellection with the aid of Reason , from those that are known 
τῶν περιλήπτων νοήσει μετὰ δλογου. απὸ τῶν YVMOTMV 
by opinion through sense-perception ; or , if you wish , according to the line divided into four 
δοξη μετ᾽ αισθησεὼς : ἡ, διβουλει, κατὰ τὴν γρᾶάμμην αἱτεσσαρες 
in the Republic (VI 5116), of which he apportioned one section , to The Intelligible Realm , 
ev Πολιτεια , NS ἀπένειμε (VEUW) TO μὲν τοις VONTOIC, 
the other , to the sensible realm ; the one to The Unities , the other to those here called the others , 
TO δὲ τοις ALGONTOIG , TO μὲν ταῖς ενασι, TO OE ἐενταυθα KEKANHEVOLG τοις αλλοις 
and of the larger section , the one section , among The Objects of Intellection , the other , in the 
καὶ TOD μειζονος., TO LEV εν τοις VONTOIG , τοῦδε EVTOIC 
objects of Reasoning , just as of the two former hypotheses , the one is about Intellect , the other 
1061 Stavontoig , ὥσπερ τῶν SLO ὑποθεσβῶν ἡ LIEV νοῦ, ἢ δε 
is about Soul ; and of the smaller section , he apportioned one section to sensibles , the other , 
περι WOYNS: καὶ τοῦ δλάσσονος TO μὲν τοις αἰσθητοῖς, το dE 
to images , and just as here , we have said that on the one hand , the fourth hypothesis is about 
τοῖς ELKQOTOLG , καὶ ὥσπερ ἐνταῦθα EIPNKALEV μὲν τὴν TETAPTHV δῖναι περι 
Ideas-in-matter , which are the proper objects of sense , while on the other hand , the fifth , is 
TOV ELOMV EVVAOV , α EDTL KUPLOG aio0nta , δὲ τὴν πεμπτὴν 
about matter , which is analogous to things imaged by the indefiniteness itself of the knowledge 
MEPL LANG, NTIG ἐστιν AVAAOYOV τοῖς ELKAOTOIG δια τὴν MOPLOTLAV αὐτὴν τῆς γνώσεως 
that is attainable by us . Therefore , there are Four Sources after The One , two are Transcendent , 
τὴν επιγινομενήῆς περι ἡμῖν. Ovv Τεσσαρες αἵ APYAL μετὰ τὴν LAV , δυο μὲν EENPNHEVAL 
and two are Complementary ; and so there are four hypotheses after the first , by positing that 
δὺο ὃς συμπληρῶώτικαι : καὶ dE τεσσαρες ὑποθεσεις μετὰ τὴν πρώτην, τεθεντος 
The One exists , and another four which show the absurdities that follow for those that abolish 
TOD EVOG ELVAL , καὶ αἱ αλλαι τεσσαρες δεικνυσαι τὰ ATONO EMOLEVOA τοῖς AVALPOLOAL 
The One . 
TO EV. The First Hypothesis 
Beyond Essence and Being 
The Objects of Intellection 


The Second Hypothesis 
The Intelligible Realm 


The Unities 
The Objects of Reasoning 
The Third Hypothesis 
Intellect 
Soul sensibles 
The Fourth Hypothesis 
The Sensible Realm images 
the others The Fifth Hypothesis 
One must then take these reasonings from this man (Plutarchos) , who has distinguished from 
kot λήπτεον Tavta mapa TOVTOD TOD AVSPOG SLAKPLVOVTOG απ’ 
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each other , in ἃ knowledgeable way , the object of the hypotheses , and has introduced without 


αλληλῶν ETLOTNHOVWSG τοὺς σκοποὺς τῶν ὑποθεσεῶν, καὶ εἰσαγαγοντος απαρ-- 
leaving any gaps , all The Most-Authoritative Sources , and unifically beheld the whole exercise 
παλειπτῶς «ςπᾶσας TAG KVPLMTATAIG APYAS, καὶ συνειδοτος τὴν ολὴν 


that Parmenides took in hand , and has clearly articulated , all the rather confused contributions 
tov Παρμενιδοὺ LETAYELPYOLV, καὶ διαρθρώσαντος TA παρα GLYKEYLHEVOS αναγεγραμμενα 
of the elder commentators . What then , are we to say about such and so many commentators 


τοις πρεσβυτεροις. Tl OVV ἡμεῖς ἐροῦμεν EML TOLOVTOIG καὶ TODOLTOLG EENYNTAIG 
of Plato , and what are we to add from our own store ? For surely this will also harmonize 


tov Πλατῶνος, καὶ τι προσθησομεὲν εκ τῆς NHETEPAG EOTLAG ; γὰρ SN τοῦτο καὶ APHOOEL 
in our present case ; to exclaim , the words of that man , Homer , 


ἡμῖν Taya ανακραγεῖν το ekelvo Ομηρικον, 


“The best man is last!” 
ὥριστος avnp Λοισθος Iliad 23.536 


the one who became the leading example of those words at Athens , and enkindled in us , 


O YEVOLEVOG KAONHYELOV TOV τουτῶν λογῶν Αθηνησι, καὶ AVAWAS ἡμῖν 
an Intellectual Light in his treatment of these subjects , on the one hand , by bringing to bear 
VOEPOV φῶς TNS TMPAYHATELAG περι ταῦτα, TO μὲν ἔπι ἀνενεγκων(αναφερω) 
ἃ more theological form of interpretation , and on the other hand , by making minor adjustments 


θεολογικώτερον E160G τῆς EGNYNOEWS , Kat τὰ OF ολιγον μεταθεις 
in conformity with Plato himself and the sayings of Plato. For on the one hand , it also appears 


ETOLEVS TO Πλατῶνι αὐτῷ καὶ τοῖς ρημασιν Tov Πλατῶνος. yap LEV τε καὶ Δοκδι 

to him that the first hypothesis is surely about The Primal God , and the second is about 

αὐτῷ τὴν πρώτην ὑποθεσιν ElVAL δη περι TOD TPMTLOTOD θεου, καὶ την δευτεραν περι 

The Intelligible Realm ; whereas on the other hand , since there is a wide range in The Intelligible 
TOV νοητῶν : αλλ’ ἐπειδὴ EOTLV πλατος εν τοις VONTOIG 

Realm , and there are many Orders of Gods , each of These Divine Orders has been named 


καὶ εἰσι AL πολλαι ταξεις TOV θεῶν, εκαστὴν TOLTOV TOV DELwWV ταξεῶν ονομαζεσθαι 
symbolically by Plato , and all have been expressed by philosophic names , and 


συμβολικῶς LTO Tov Πλατῶνος, καὶ Tacas εκφερεσθαι Sv’ φιλοσοφῶν OVOLLATOV , καὶ 
not those that are customarily celebrated by those who compose theogonies , that do not reveal 
1062 ovte τῶν ειώθοτῶν ὑμνεξισθαι ὑπο γραψαντῶν τας θεογονιας οὔτε TOV SNAOVVTOV 
Their Summits/Hyparxis , surely then , such as the surnames of The Divine Genera that are 


αὐτῶν TAG ὑπαρξεις én OAL αἱ ἐεπωνυμιαι τῶν θειῶν γενῶν εἰσιν 
given out on behalf of The Gods , but rather ,as I said , by the names familiar to the philosophers , 


EKOESOSOLEVAL παρα TOV θεῶν : GAA’? ,@CGEdNV, δια TOV γνώριμωῶν τοις φιλοσοφοις, 
such as Wholeness , Multitude , The UnLimited , The Limit , which are suitable to be given 


οἷον OAOTHTOG , πληθους, QMEIPLAG , TEPATOS , EXOVTMV OLKELMS παραδιδοσθαι 
to Them, All having Their Proper Order , and interpreting , without omission All The 


προς AVTAG , EXYOVTMV πρεπουσαν TAELV , καὶ AHEPUNVELEGVAL ATAPAAEINTAG πασας τας 
Divine Procession ; The Intelligible , Intellectual , or Super-Kosmic , and that in this way , All 


θειας TPOOSONG , VONTAG , νοερᾶς, ὑπερκοσμίοὺς , καὶ δια τοῦτο TAVTA 
that follows in logical order is presented , as being The Symbols of The Divine Kosmic-Order ; 


EMOLWEVAa παραλαμβανεσθαι, οντὰ OvLUBOAG τῶν θειῶν διακοσμῶν, 
and that all those that are presented positively in the second of the hypotheses , these are then 
και ἐπι παντα TOLTOLG OOOH AEYETAL καταφατικῶς EV TN SELTEPA τῶν ὑποθεσεῶν, ταῦτ᾽ 
presented negatively in the first , thereby indicating on the one hand , that The Primal Cause 

ATOPACKEGVAL KATA τὴν πρώτην, εἰς EVOELELV μεν TOD τὴν πρώτην ALTLAV 
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Transcends All of The Divine Kosmic-Orders , but on the other hand , They advance in one way 

εξηρεισθαι πασῶν TOV DELWV διακοσμησεῶν,, δὲ εκεινας προελήηλύυθεναι αλλὼς 

or another according to Their Distinct Characteristics ; for The One in this (second) hypothesis , 

αλλας κατ᾽ αφωρισμενας ιδιοτητας : γὰρ το ὃν EV TALTH 

is neither The Primal One (for It is “Inter-woven” , with all The Beings that exist) , nor is It , 

EOTLOLTE το πρῶτον (γαρ συμπεπλεκται παντα τῷ οντι ), οὔτε 

That which is Inseparable from Being and thus , as having ἃ state/habit/condition of It , It is in It . 
TO QYMPLOTOV TOD OVTOG καιοῦύτῶς, ὡς TIC εξις , OV EV OVTO. 

Therefore , he clearly distinguishes It ,and declares that This One , being such as It is , is 


OV LAdMS SIAKPIVEL ALTO, καὶ φησι τοῦτο TO EV τοιοῦτον  ELVOLL 
Separate/Distinct . Thus it is clear , that This is significant of a Self-Sufficient Divine Unity ; for 


χώρις : δὲ δήηλον OTL EOTLV σημαντικον αὐτοτελοὺς θειας εναδος : γὰρ 
Every Transcendent /Separate/Distinct Cause that is The Leader of a Multiplicity , produces a 


παν το YWPLOTOV αἴτιον ἡγοῦμδνον πλήθους OMOYEVVAL 
Dual Multiplicity ; One , which is Transcendent Like Itself , and Another , which is Inseparable 
διττον πληθος, TO μὲν Y@OLOTOV OLOLOV EALTM@, το dE αχώριστον 
from Its participants (ET 28). Surely then , just as The Single Soul has generated some souls 


TOV μετεχοντῶν : γοῦν Ὡς ημῖα ψυχή εγεννήησατο τας μὲν ψυχας 

that are separate from bodies , and some souls which are inseparable from bodies ; and just as 
χώριστον GWLATOV , τὰς δε αχώριστους : ὡς 

The One and Whole Intellect has given Subsistence to Some Intellects that are Separate from 

O ξδιςκαὶ ολος νοὺς ὑπεστησε τοὺς HEV VOC χωριστοὺς τῶν 

souls , and to Other Intellects which are in souls , by inhabiting them , so also The One has 

UYDYOV , τοὺς δε οντας δν αὑταῖς καθ’ εξνν , OLDTMKOL το ὃν 

produced some Self-Sufficient Unities which Transcend Their Participants , and Others that are 


TOAPNYAYE τας μὲν ALTOTEAEIG EVASAG εξηρημενας TOV μετεχοντῶν, τας δὲ οὔσας 
Unific of other entities that are Unified by Virtue of Them and in which they exist . Therefore , 


EV@OEIG τῶν AAAMV NVOLEVOV KOT? QVTAG και EV OIG εισι. οῦν 

the whole second hypothesis , reveals to us ἃ Multitude of Self-Sufficient Unities , upon which 
Πασαν τὴν devtepav ὑποθεσιν εκφαινεῖιν ἡμῖν πληθος ALTOTEA@V εναδῶν, ὧν 

These Entities are Dependant ,about which the second hypothesis teaches us ; surely then in turn , 


ταῦτα εξηρτηται περι ὧν ἡ δεύτερα ὑποθεσις διδασκει μας, Sy εφεξης 
revealing to us , through these terms , what are all their characteristic qualities. Then, if 


ELOAVICOVGA ἡμῖν δια τουτῶν τινες ELOLV τας πασας αὑτῶν LOLOTHTAG OTOLAL . dé Εἰ 
this is true , we must examine each of the conclusions , to see to which of The Divine Orders 


1063 tovto αληθες, δει σκοπεῖν EKAOTA TOV συμπερασματῶν ποιαῖς θειαιῖς ταξεσι 
it is appropriate , and surely then , in this way , make the division of the second hypothesis 


TMpoonKkeL και on OLTM ποιεισθαι τὴν SLALPEDLV τῆς SELTEPACG LTODEGEWS 
according to Their Connections . And the third , is certainly indeed not simply all about the soul , 
κατ᾽ αρθρα . καὶ Τὴν TPITHV ειναι μὴν YE οὐχ ἁπλῶς πασῆς περι ψυχῆς. 
but about Those that have proceeded forth along with The Divine Soul ; for All that is Divine 
OA’ oon προεληλυθε μετα τὴν θειαν : yap πασαν τὴν θειαν 
is Comprehended in the second hypothesis . For Plato himself has clearly stated in there , that 
περιέχεσθαι EV τῇ δεύτερα . yap o Πλατῶν avtocs Ladwc ειρῆκεν EV EKELVN OTL 
accordingly , The One also partakes of Time ; but that the partaking of Time primarily belongs 
apa TO EV καὶ HETEYEL YPOVOD : δὲ TO μετεχξιν YPOVOL πρώταις προσήκει 
to souls , and not to The Intellectual Essential-Beings , among whom , there is neither the “was” 
ψυχαῖς, καὶ οὐ ταῖς νοεραῖις OLOlAIG , παρ᾽ οἷς οὔτε το ἢν 
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nor the “will be” , but only The Eternal “Is” (Tim 376). Therefore , having divided The Whole of 


οὔτε TO EOTAL, AAG μονον TO αἰώνιον TO ἔστι. OvV Διηρημξνης τῆς ολης 
of Essential-Being into both That which is Divine and That which Arises according to Itself ; 
ODOLAG εις τὲ τὴν εκθεούμεβνην καὶ τὴν ορῶμενην καθ’ avtTHv, 


The Whole Divine Essential-Being is simply presented in the second of the hypotheses , whether 
τὴν TAGAV εκθεούμενην ATAMs παραδιδοσθαι Ev TH SELTEPA TOV ὑποθεσεῶν,, ELTE 
it is Intelligible , or Intellectual , or Psychical . So that , if indeed you would like to hear 
LTAPYOLGAV VONTHV , ELTE VOEPAV, ELTE ψυχικὴν : MOTE, ειπερ εθελεις ἀκοῦσαι 
in what way the theory of the hypotheses has been set in order and in accordance to itself , then 
οπῶς την θεώριαν tac ὑποθεσεις διεταχθησαν εξης καὶ KAT’ ALTHV , 
on the one hand , he posits the first hypothesis to be about The One God , how He generates and 





LEV τιθει τὴν πρώτην ὑποθεσιν ElVAL περι TOD EVOG θεοῦ, πῶς YEVVO και 
how He Kosmically-Arranges All The Orders of The Gods ; but on the other hand , the second , is 
1064 διακοσμδι πασας τας ταξεις τῶν θεῶν : δε τὴν δευτεραν 


about All The Divine Orders , how they have proceeded from The One and The Essential-Being 
περι πασῶν TOV DEL@V TAEEWV , πῶς προδληλύθασιν απο TOV EVOG KAL τῆς OVOLAIC 
that are conjoined together in each . Then , the third is about the souls that are assimilated to 
ODVECEDYLEVIG EKQOTAIC : δε τὴν TPLTNV περι TOV ψυχῶν τῶν OLOLODLEVOV 
The Gods indeed , but have not yet been apportioned Divine Being . Then , the fourth is about 
θεοις μὲν δὲ οὐ κληρωσαμδνῶν εκθεουμενην : dé τὴν TETAPTHV περι 
those-in-matter , how they are produced from The Gods according to the quality/kind/nature of 
τῶν EVDAMV , πῶς TOPAYETAL ATO τῶν θεῶν KOTO ποιας 
their Order . Then , the fifth is about matter , how it is unparticipative of The Formal Unities , 
ταξεις. SE τὴν πεμπτὴν περι VANS, οπῶς ἐστι AMETOYOG τῶν ELONTIKOV EVAOOV , 
by being allotted its underlying reality from The Super-Essential and Single Monad Above ; for 
λαχοῦσα τὴν VDIOOTAOLV απὸ τῆς ὑπερουσιοὺ καὶ μιὰς μοναδος ανῶθεν : γὰρ 
The One and The Illumination of The One , reaches down as far as matter , bringing Light even to 
TOEV καὶ ἢ δελλαμψις τοῦ EVOG NKEL μὲᾶχρι τῆς λῆς φωτιζουσα και 
the indefiniteness of this (ΕἼ 57). So much then, will be said in common by me about the 
TO QOPLOTOV ταῦτης . Ταῦτα μὲν οὖν προειρησθῶ κοινΊ μοι περι TOV 
hypotheses . But now , we must give to each separate hypothesis the discussion it deserves . 
υποθεσεῶν : δὲ καὶ δει ἀποδοῦναι TEPLEKAOTYSYWPIG τοὺς AOYOUG OLKELOUG. 
Therefore , let us take our start once again , from the beginning of the text of the first hypothesis , 





OvV ἡμῖν ApKtTEov πάλιν απο τῆς ἀρχῆς τῶν AsEEWV τῆς πρώτης VTOVECEDG , 
and consider the character of the argument concerning it . 15: Hypothesis 
καὶ θεωώρητεον τον 1OLOV AOYOV περι αὐὑτης.. THE ONE GOD 


The One and The |Essential-Being 






2" Hypothesis — Intelligible All The Divine Orders 


3™4 Hypothesis — Intellectual Souls that are Assinjilated to The Gods 


4" Hypothesis — Psychical those ir] matter 


5‘" Hypothesis — material 
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Parmenides: 10 Well then, if One exists , could The One not be Many in some other way ? 
137c Elev 6) , ELEVEOTIV, OAV TO EVOLKEINTOAAG τι AAO ; 
Aristotle: How could It be ? 


TOS AV YAP ; 


First we must state what is the object/aim/end of the first hypothesis . Is it about God 


Πρῶτον χρη ξιπειν τις O σκοπος τῆς πρώτης ὑποθεσεῶς : APA περι θεοῦ 
only , or is it about God and about The Gods , just as some say ? For on the one hand, since the 
1065 povov , ἡ περι θεοῦ και περι θεῶν, καθαπερ τινες AEYOLOL; YAP μὲν Ot o 


discourse is about a Subject which has Subsistence , and not , just as some have supposed , that 
λογος MEPL πραγματος EXOVTOG LTAPELV , καὶ OLY, ὥσπερ TIveg υπελαβον, 
This One exists solely without any subsistence , and that the hypothesis produces impossibilities . 
τοῦτο EV EOTL LOVOG QVOTOOTATOV , καὶ ηῦὕποθεσις σύναγει αδυνατον : 
Even if they produce as evidence what is said at the end of the hypothesis (1424), “Or are these 
KOL El μαρτύρονται TO ELPTLEVOV προς τῷ TEAEL τῆς ὑποθέσεως, Η ταῦτα 
things not possible in relation to The One?” (for on the one hand , what the meaning of that 
ov δυνατὰ περι τον (yap LEV αφ᾽ ἧς διανοιας εκξινο 
phrase is , in that context , will be discussed by us) ; but on the other hand , just as I said, it is 
ELPNTAL EKEL , ρηθησεται TAP’ ἡμῶν): δε , ὥσπερ EONV , 
clear that , all that the argument denies now, is that This One is not without subsistence . For 
SNAOV OTL MAVTA οὐ O AOYOG ἀποφασκει νῦν, τοῦτο οὐκ GAVLTOOTATOV . YAP 
everything which demonstrates some impossibility , by an overwhelming conjunction of 
Ilav ooov ον δεικνῦται τι = advvatov , λιαν συνήμμενον 
conclusions , demonstrates that the impossibility happens through the hypothesis itself , or by 
συμπερασμα,, SELKVUOL TO AOLVVATOV δια τὴν ὑποθεσιν ἡ δια 
the consequence ; but since both of these are possible , what is being proved , is also possible ; 
τὴν ακολουθιαν : δὲ αμφοιν τοῦτοιν OVTOLV SLVATOL , TO δεικνύμενον καὶ δυνατον : 
then certainly the hypothesis that The One exists is also true. Then clearly , the Eleatic guest 
δε μην ηῦυποθεσις TO EV ειναι καὶ AANONG. de Ando o ἔλξατης Eevoc 
demonstrates this also , when countering as absurd , the thesis that The One does not exist , 
καὶ . εἰς ἀπαντῶν ὡς ATOTOV το το EV μη ειναι, 
and that , the only thing in existence , is that which experiences the One , whereas in every case , 
LOVOD ὑφεστῶτος τοῦτο πξπονθοτος TO EV ὡς πανταχου 
That which Truly Is , Pre-subsists ; and since in turn , in that passage (Soph 2454), he also defined 
TOD ἀληθῶς TPOLTAPYOVTOG : καὶ γὰρ αὖ EKEL καὶ WPLOATO 
That which is Truly One as Absolutely Partless ; and so this is what is demonstrated first , in this 
TO ELVAL AANOWS EV ὡς TAVTMS αἀμερες : SE τοῦτο EOTL TO δεικνύμενον πρῶτον EV TALTH 
hypothesis , that The One does not have parts , and all the remaining conclusions follow in order 
τῇ ὕὑποθεσει, TO εν μη EXELV μερη. καὶ MAVTA TA λοιπὰ συμπεράσματα EMETAL EENS 
by being demonstrated from necessary premises . If then , it is necessary that , That which is 
δεικνύμενα εξ AVAYKALOV λημματῶν. ELoov = avayKn ὡς TO ELVOL 
Truly One (and so do All The Others that Truly Exist) , Subsists Prior to Those that Truly Exist , 
aANOws Ev (και YAP παντα TAAAG GANAS EOTIV) , προ τῶν αληθως 
then it is indeed ridiculous , to say that , That which Truly Is , is insubstantial . Thus , The Truly 
γοῦν γελοιον φαναι το ἀαλήθως ανυπαρκτον: ὃδεὲ τοαλήηθως 
One is The Partless ; but This One has been demonstrated in the first hypothesis , as Beyond 
EV OTL TO ἀμερες: dE τοῦτο TO [Ev] δεικνύμενον EV TY πρώτη ὑποθεσει ETMEKELVA 
All ; if indeed all the propositions from which it is shown that The One is Prior to all , follow 
TOAVTOV , ELTEP παντα δι’ ὧν δεικνυται TO EV προ παντῶν επεται 
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from Its having no parts . Then without a doubt This One is entirely necessary , of which 
τῷ ἔχξιν UN μερη. δήπου τοῦτο TO EV ELVAL παντῶς AVAYKN , οὐ 
everything is denied ; and since it necessarily exists , if indeed The Partless is Truly One ; 
παντα αποφασκεταῖι : καὶ YAP αὐτο AVAYKOLWS EOTLV , εἴπερ TO ἀμερες EOTLV ἀληθῶς EV : 
for such , as it is said in the Sophist , is The Truly One , such as The One has also been shown 
1066 yap τοιοῦτον, ὡς AEAEKTAL EV LOOLOTH , TO ἀληθῶς EV , οἷον TO EV και SEdELKTAL 
to be here . Therefore , it is clear that the convergences of the consequences also shows that Being 
evtav0a . οῦν Δήηλοι τῶν συνημμενῶν ακολουθια και ῃ οὐσα 
is necessary . Accordingly then , everything is demonstrated through this , about any of those 
αναγκαια.. apa παντα δεικνυται δι᾽ αὑτης περι τι τῶν 
that have subsistence . If then , the argument is about that which exists in a substantial way , it is 
EXOVTOV ὕπαρξιν. ELovv oO λογος περι TL οὐ ἔστι Ὀφεστῶς , ἔστι 
clear in turn , that on the one hand, it is not about something that has the component of Being ; 
SNAOV παλιν OTL LEV OvY1 EOTL οὐσιῶδες, 
for the argument will also deny Essential-Being Itself of The One. Therefore , it remains that 
yap και ATOPNGEL τὴν OVOLAV αὑτὴν TOD EVOG. ODV Λειπεται 
either this is entirely one of those that are subordinate to Being , such as the realm of generation 
1] τοῦτο ELVAL TAVTMS TOV μετὰ τὴν OLOLAV, οἷον γενεσιν 
or matter , or it is One of Those that are Above Essential-Being ; surely then it cannot be one of 
NoAnv ἢ TOV LIlEP τὴν ODOLAV, μὴν ἀλλὰ οὔυχι τῶν 
those that are subordinate to Essential-Being (for every such entity , such as generation , partakes 
μετα τὴν οὐσιαν (YAP παν το τοιοῦτον WG γξνεσις LETEXEL 
of Time ; but the argument denies this very characteristic of participating of Time of The One ) ; 
xpovov: δὲ αἀποφασκξι τοῦτο το αὑτο καὶ LETEXELV χρονοῦ TOD δνος): 
and exists in some way , as matter does , but the argument shows that This , does not even exist . 
και EOTL TOG ὡς NvAn : δε δεικνυσιν τοῦτο ovds εἰναι: 
Accordingly then , This One , is Above Essential-Being , about which , the proofs are presented 
apa τοῦτο ἔστι ὑπερ τῆν OVOLAV, περι OL αἱ αἀποδειξεις εἰσι 
by the first hypothesis . Necessarily then , if indeed only The Divine is Above All Being , 
κατα τὴν πρώτην ὑποθεσιν. AVAYKN τοινῦν, ELTEP LOVOV TO θειον EOTLV ὑπερ απαν οὐσιαν, 
then the present argument is either only about The Primal God , who is surely The Only One 
TOV TAPOVTA AOYOV ELVAL ἡ μονον περι TOD πρώτου θεοῦ, OG EOTIVON μονος 
Above Being , or else it is also about all The Gods which are after That One , just as some of 
Ὁπὲερ OVOLAV, N και περι παντῶν θεῶν τῶν μετ’ EKELVOV, ὥσπερ τινες 
those whom we revere . For seeing that Every God , inasmuch as They are a God, is a Unity 
TOV NEV aldolav. yap Ἐπειδὴ παςθεος, καθο θεος ,εστι νας 
(for it is This Component , The One , which Divinizes All of Essential-Being) , surely then , 
(γαρεστι τοῦτο TOEV το δβκθεώτικον πασηῃς ουσιας): én 
because of this , they think it right to join to the study of the first hypothesis , The Leadership 
δια τοῦτο αξιουσι συνάπτειν τῇ θεῶρια τοῦ πρῶτοῦυ τὴν υφηγησιν 
of All The Gods ; for They are All Super-Essential Unities , and Transcend The Multiplicity 
ATAVTOV θεῶν : YAP ELOLV παντες DTEPOLOLOL EVADE , καὶ DTEPAVEYOLOAL TOD πληθοὺυς 


of Real-Beings , and are The Summits of Real-Essential-Beings. But if we were to say , 
TOV OVT@V, και OKPOTNTES TOV οὐσιῶν. AAW’ ει Aeyopev 
in a similar way , on the one hand , that both The Primal Cause and The Other Gods are One , 
ὡσαύτως μεν TE τὴν MPWTLOTHV ALTLAV και τοὺς ἀλλοὺς θεοὺς EV, 
we would have to allot one and the same hypothesis to All of Them ; for we would have to say 
E0EL ATOKANPOLV LLAV QvUTOV ὑποθεσιν QvUTOIG : yap av φαμεν 
Td 
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that the discussion was not any more concerned with The Primal One , than it was with The Rest 
τον λογον OvdEV αλλο μάλλον περι TOD TPWTMGEVOG ἡ ποιεισθαι TOV λοιπῶν 
of The Unities . But on the other hand , if it is the case that The Primal One - since this is also 
EVAOOV . δε Et μεν το πρώτιστον EV ὡς και 
very much the belief of these people - is Above All , Solely One , and Unconnected with all 
1067 mov μαλιστα SOKEL αὐτοῖς, EOTLTAVT@V μονῶς , καὶ ἀσύντακτον προς TAVTA 
The Others , and Unparticipated , “snatching itself away” , as they say , from Wholes , and is 
τααλλα, και αἀμεθεκτον, αρπασαν ALTO . φασιν, προς τῶν ολῶν, και 
Unknowable to everything by being Transcendent , whereas each of The Other Unities , is , 
QYV@OTOV τοις πασιν εξηρημενον , S€EKAOTYH τῶν AAAWV EVAd@V EOTL 
to some degree , Participated , and not only The Unities , but also participate of The Multitude 
TOG μεθεκτή, καὶ οὐ μονον Evacg , αλλα καὶ μετεχοῦσα πληθους 
proper to them , and so they are either Intelligible or Intellectual or Psychical or even corporeal ; 
OLKELOD, καὶ OLOLAG MN VONTNS ἢ νοερᾶς ἡ ψυχικῆς ἡ καὶ σωματικῆς : 
since participation proceeds even this far , why should The One which is not counted among 
yap ἡ μεθεξις προεισιν TALTNS μεχρι; τι YPN TOEV μη συναριθμουμξνον 
The Real-Beings , nor arranged at all among The Many , be referred to the singular hypothesis 
τοις ODOLV , UNSE συνταττομενον OAWS τοις πολλοις, AVAMEPELV εἰς μιὰν υποθεσι 
along with The Unities that are Participated by Real-Beings , that serve to confer coherence on 
LEV ταῖς HETEYOMEVAIG OANOTWVOVT@V, ὃδξε συνεκτικαῖς EVOOLV 
the Many ? For we do not get the same account about both , The Unparticipated Soul and the 
TOV πολλῶν ; yap Ovds OQavTOGAOYOS περι TE THC αμεθεκτοὺῦ ψυχῆς KAI τῆς 
participated soul ; for the characteristics of the participated would never accord with those of The 
μεθεκτης ; τῆς ιδιοτητες μεθεκτῆς ἂν οὐδὲ ποτὲ. εφαρμοσειαν τῆ 
Unparticipated , nor those of The Superior with those of the inferior ; for then The Former would 
ἀμεθεκτῶ, οὐδὲ CLL TNS KPELTTOVOG ταῖς της KkaTAdEEOTEPAS: yap μεν av 
not Stand-apart from the many , Itself By Itself , while the latter is involved with the multiplicity 
οὐδὲ βξηρητο τῶν πολλῶν αὐτῇ καθ aLTHV, ἢ OE ODVETATTETO τῷ πληθει 
of souls. But neither should The Unparticipated Intellect to be counted among The Many 
TOV ψυχῶν. AAA’ οὐδὲ. YPN TOV apEPEKTOV νοῦν συναριθμεῖν τοις πολλοις., 
Intellects , nor are all their characteristics the same , for neither would the former have the 
οὐδε παντῶν AL 1O1OTHTEG AVLTAL : yap OvdE ἂν ἢ μὲν EMELYE 
distinct relation of a Monad , while the latter have that of Numbers , that have their subsistence 
λογον μοναδος,, οι δὲ αριθμου Ὀφεστήκοτος 
around This Monad . But if those who have fathered these arguments about the first hypothesis 
περι ταῦτην THY μοναδα.. δὲ Et Ol πατερες TOLTMV λογῶν περι τῆς πρώτης ὑποθεσεῶς 
also expect the three kings of the Letters (II-312e) to be secondary because of The One 
και AELOVOLV τοὺς τρεις βασιλεας τοὺς EV Ἐπιστολαῖς Elva Tov δεύτερα δια TOD EVOG 
(then , just as those who claim in their discussions about these entities that the first hypothesis 
(ουν ὥσπερ οιαξιοῦσιν EV λόγοις περι αὐτῶν τὴν πρώτην ὑποθεσιν 
is not only about God , but also say this about absolutely All The Gods ; in order that then , The 
ELVAL οὐ LOVOV περι DEOL, αλλα καὶ λέγοντες περι ATAWS παντῶν DE@V,1VaOLV το 
One may not be numbered among those that are secondary , being superior to all the numbering 
εν μη συναριθμηται τοις δευτεροις, ὑπάρχον Κρεῖττον ATAONS συναριθμησεῶς 
of those that follow after It , and is not in any way capable of being arranged with anything else , 
προς TH μετ’ αὕτου και οὐδενι δύναμενον συνταττεσθαι 
at least , this is what they write about the theology of Plato) , how then , are we still to arrange 
γοῦν ταῦτα γραφοῦσι περι της θεολογιας Tov Πλατῶνος ) , πὼς ETL ταξομὲεν 
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both God and Gods in the one hypothesis , and fit the same negations similarly to all of them Ὁ 
θεον και θεοὺς KATA μιαν ὑποθεσιν, καὶ EHAPHLOGOLEV τας αὑτας αἀποφασεις ομοιῶς τοις πασιν ; 
For on the one hand , let us also accept that every God is One ; although The One in each God is 
1068 yap μὲν καὶ Eota mac θεος ὃν: αλλ’ TO EV EV ALTO 
not Separate , nor Unknowable , nor Uncircumscribable , in the same way , as is The Primal One 
YWPLOTOV οὑτῶς, οὐδὲ AYVMOTOV OVTHG , OLS ATEPLYPAHOV OVTHG , ὡς TO πρώτιστον EV 
Itself. But if on the other hand , Plato himself , at the end of the first hypothesis (141e) says that 
αὐτο. Et δὲ ο Πλατῶν οὗτος ml TEAEL τῆς πρώτης ὑποθεσεὼς φησι 
The One does not participate in Essence nor in Being , nor is that which is participated by any 
TOEV οὐδὲ μετεχειν OLOLAG καὶ TOD ELVAL , οὐδε ELVAL TO μετεχομᾶνον ὑπο τινος 
being One , how can this be fittingly suited to The Other Unities ? For They are all participated 
OVOLAG EV «πὼς OVVATOV τοῦτο EOTL ἐφαρμοσαῖι ταῖς HAAG EVAOLV; YAP TAGAL μετεχονται 
by Essential-Beings . Therefore , just as if someone said that The Soul made no use of bodies , 
LTO οὐσιῶν. ovv Καθαπερ et τις ἔλεγεν τὴν ψυχην μηδδνι χρῆσθαι σώματι 
they would not be speaking of every type of soul , but only of The Unparticipated Soul , and if 
αν οὐ ENOLELTO TOV AOYOV περι πάσης ψυχῆς, AAA μονῆς περι της ἀμεθεκτοῦ : καὶ EL 
they said that Intellect is not participated at all by Soul , then they would only be speaking of The 


TOV νοῦν μηδε μετεχεσθαι CAMS LTO ψυχῆς, αν μονον EAEYEV τον 
Unparticipated Intellect , and surely then for the same reasons the one who postulated The Super- 
auUs8EKTOV νοῦν KA δὴ κατα τὰ αὐτὰ ο τιθεμενος το ὑπερ- 


Essential One , as Entirely Transcendent Above All Essence and All Being , is speaking only 
—ODOLOV EV παντελῶς EENPNHEVOV πασῆς OVOLAG καὶ παντος TOD ELVAL , AEYEL LOVOV 

of The Primal and Unparticipated One , but not of any particular One whatsoever . But surely 

TO πρώτιστον και αἀμεθεκτον EV, αλλ᾽ου TO παν ὃν οπῶώσουν. δὲ dn 

if he himself says that The One is Beyond both Oneness and Essential-Being (for It is not even 

Et avtocg καὶ φησιν TO EV EMEKELVO καὶ TOD EVOG και τῆς οὐσιας (yap οὐδε 
properly called This) , how would the statement be true of The Unities following after The First ? 
KUPLOG δπονομαζεσθαι τοῦτο), πὼς AV επαληθεύσειξ TOV εναδῶν μετὰ τοπρῶτον ; 
For The One which is participated by a Multitude and which Communes with Real-Beings is not 
γὰρ TO ὃν μετεχομδνον ὑπο πλήθους καὶ TO σῦνον και τοις OVOL ἔστι οὐκ 
entirely Above being called One , and which One, is entirely dependant upon Being . It is like 
παντελῶς KPELTTOVOV τοῦ ονομαζεσθαι εν, ο (UNSE) ATAMS EENPTNTAL τοῦ OVTOG : ομοιον 
as if someone were to say that even the soul which consorts with bodies is superior to The Soul . 
ὡς EL τις EXEYVEV καὶ τὴν WOXNV κοινωνησασαν τοις σώμασι ELVAL KPELTTOVA ψυχῆς. 
But even if The Whole Multitude of The Gods and All of The One which is participated by Being 
dexkatEt τοπῶν πλῆθος τῶν θεῶν καὶ παν TO EV TO μετέχομξνον ὑπο TOD OVTOG 
were presented to us in the second hypothesis , this , which they are searching for , by trying to 
TAPAdESOLEVOV ἔχομέν EV TH δευτερα ὑποθεσει, τοῦτο EKELVO OTEP CNTOLVTES , συν-- 
force together , the discourse concerning The Gods into the first hypothesis , what need is there , 


—@0o0v01 TOV AOYOV περι θεῶν εις τὴν πρώτην ὑποθεσιν, τι χρη 
to cause confusion in this part of the discourse , by adding-on to the speculations about The First 
TOPOTTELV evtav0a  TovAoyov , προστιθεντα τοις σκεμμασι περι TOD πρώτου 


an exposition about The Multitude of The Gods ? For what else is That One which is Arranged- 


τὴν ESNYNOL περι TOD πλήθους τῶν θεῶν ; yap TL MAAO EOTL EKELVO TO EV TO συντεταγ-- 
-together with Being , and which Proceeds-forth Together-with Being , than The Multitude of 


—HEVOV TWOVTL Kal προιον μετα TOD οντος, ἢ το πληθος 
The Gods , which gives Divinity to The Whole Underlying-Realty of Being and is Connective 
1069 tov θεῶν. το EKDEMTIKOV τῆς πάσης υποστασεῶς TOD OVTOG καὶ GLVEKTIKOV 
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of The Whole Multitude of Essential-Beings ? For Every Divine Essence Underlies The Unities 
TOD TAVTOG πληθοὺς οὐσιώδους ; yap aca θειὰ ovo1ia ὑπεστροταῖ TAG EVAOIV 

of The Gods , and Every participated One is Unific of Essential-Being , whether it is Intelligible , 
TOV θεῶν, και παν TO μεθεκτον EV EOTLV EVMTIKOV ODOLAG νοητῆς 

or Intellectual or related to This and psychical or corporeal , and Each of The Gods is 

ἡ VOEPAG ἡ προς TALTN καὶ ψυχικῆς ἡ σωματοειῖδους, καὶ EKAOTOSG τῶν θεῶν EOTIV 

nothing else than The Participated One . For just as a human-being , in the strict sense , is so by 


οὐδεν ἀλλο ἢ To μετέχομενονεν. yap ὥς οανθρῶπος KUPLOG κατα 
virtue of their soul , so also God in the strict sense , is so by Virtue of The One ; for in every case 
WoYXNV , OLTWS O θεος KDPLOG KOTO TO EV: YAP EKATEPOV 
it is the most authoritative component of those which make up the totality of each being , thus it is 
TO κυριώτατον TOV ODUTANPOLVTWV  EKOTEPOV : og 
by virtue of the most authoritative subsistence of each and every Being . Accordingly then , it is 
KOTO TO κυριώτατον DOEOTHKE εκαστον τῶν TAVTOV . apa 


necessarily the case , that the first hypothesis is only about God , insofar as He is The Generative 


AVQYKQLOV τὴν πρώτην ὑποθεσι ELVAL LOVOV περι θεου, καθοσον οὔτος EOTL γεννητικος 
Cause of All The Gods , He Himself being Transcendent to Their Multiplicity and is not arranged 


TOV πολλῶν θεῶν, QUTOG εξηρημξνος τοῦ πληθοὺς και AOVVTAKTOG 
together with Those Gods who have proceeded from Him . And so, It is for this reason , that 
προς τοὺς προξδληλύθοτας aN’ αὐτοῦ. και Διο 


everything is denied of This One , since It is Established as Superior to All and is Transcendent 
παντα ATOPAOKETAL τούτου TOD EVOG , WG LTEPLOPLLEVOD παντῶν καὶ εξηρημενου 
over All , and on the one hand , is The Producer of all The Characteristics of The Gods , while on 
απο TAVTOV , καὶ μὲν παραγοντος πασας τας ἰιδιοτητας τῶν θεῶν, 
the other hand , It is Itself Indefinable and Uncircumscribable in relation to all of Them. For 
og ὑπάρχοντος ALTOL ATEPLOPLOTOD καὶ ἀπεριγραφοῦ τοις πᾶσιν : yap 

it is not a certain One , but One in The Absolute sense , and It is not Intelligible or Intellectual , 
EOTLVOD τι. ὃν ,αλλ᾽ EV OTAWG > καὶ οὐδ VONTOV ἢ νόοερον, 
but Gives Subsistence both The Intelligible and The Intellectual Unities . For in every Ruling 
αλλ’ υποστατικον καὶ τῶν νοητῶν καὶ τῶν νοερῶν EvadaV. yap Tlaons αρχίκης 
Order , The Unparticipated and Primal Idea should preside over The Participated Multiplicity 
TAEEWS TO ἀμεθεκτον καὶ TPWTOLPYOV ELSOG χρη προηγεῖσθαι προ τοῦ μετεχομενοῦυ πληθους 
Themselves (ET 21) , or even a Cause Superior to Ideas ; and so , in this way , prior to the Ideas- 

αὐτῶν . §LKOL αἴτιον κρεῖττον ειδοὺς : καὶ πὼ  OvTW προ τῶν ELOWV 
in-matter there are The Immaterial Ideas , and Prior to that life which comes to be in-another , 
EVDA@V εστι τὰ αὐλὰ , καιπρο της CANS YEVOMEVNG ὃν αλλ 
there is The Life that is Separate and that exists Of-Itself and is Unmixed ; and everywhere , 

η YOPLOTN καὶ οὐσὰ EGLTNGKAL αἀμίγης, καὶ πανταχου 

those that have come to be in-another are Presided over by Those who Subsist In-Themselves . 

τῶν γεγονοτῶν αλλου προηγεῖται τὰ ὑφεστήκοτα εναῦτοις: 
So then , The Unparticipated Soul , that revolves in The Super-celestial Realm (Phaedrus 247c) , 
1070 apa η αμεθεκτος won , EXLOTPEMOLEVN TOV ὑπερουρανιον TOTOV 
is The Leader , by Virtue of Essential- -Being , of The Multitude of souls , and of those that are 

ἡγεῖται κατ᾽ οὐσιαν τῶν πολλῶν ψυχῶν και TO 
distributed in bodies ; and The Multiplicity of Intellects are Presided over by The One Unparti- 
κατανειμεμενὼν σώματα : καὶ τῶν πολλῶν νοῶν oO εἰς αμεθ-- 
-cipated Intellect ; The One which is Separate and Eternally Established In-Itself and gives Unity 
-EKTOG νοῦς, O YWPLOTOG και SLALWVIMS LOPOLHEVOG EV EAVTM καὶ συνεχῶν 
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from Above to every Intellectual Essential-Being ; and The Primal Intelligible Object , Subsists 
av@VEV TMACAV VOEPAV τηνοῦσιαν : καὶ TO TPWTLOTOV VONTOV υὑφξεστηκος 
Unmixed and Uniformly By-Itself , Expanded-Above The Multitude of Real-Beings ; for The 
αμῖκτον και HOVOELOWS καθ᾽ εαῦτο ὑπερηηπλῶται τῶν πολλῶν οντῶν : YAP TO 
Intelligible which Subsists in Every Intellect is different , and different from that which is Pre- 
vontov EV EKQAOTO VO QAAO , καὶ αλλο το προ-- 
-Established From-Itself ; and on the one hand , this One, is Solely Intelligible , while on the 
πιδρύμενον Eh’ EALTOD , καὶ μεν τοῦτο μονῶς νοῆτον, δὲ 
other hand ,That One, Subsists as an Intelligible Object in Intellectual entities . And accordingly 
EKELVO ὡς νοητον εν vogspoig . Karapa 
then , even Beyond The Multiplicity of Participated Unities there is The Unparticipated One , 
και EMEKELVA TOV TOAAWV HETEYOLEV@V EVASMV EOTLV TO ἀμεθεκτον EV , 
Transcendent , as has been said , over All The Divine Kosmic-Arrangements . Accordingly then , 
ECNPNMEVOV , ὥσπερ ELPNTAL , παντῶν TOV θειῶν διακοσμῶν. 
we shall be very far from saying that The Primal God , is The Summit of The Intelligible Realm , 
ἡμξις δεησομδν Πολλοῦ Asyetv τον πρῶτον τον VEov τὴν AKPOTHTA τοῦ νοήητου, 
as I hear from some of the leaders in theology , and thus make The Father of that Realm the same 
ὥσπερ AKOVW τινῶν πρωτευσαντῶν EV θεολογια, καὶ MOLELV TOV MATEPA EKEL TOV AVTOV 
as The Cause of all ; for on the one hand , This Father is a Participated Unity ; since He is indeed 
TO αἰτιῶ παντῶν : γὰρ μεν ovtog ἔστι μεθεκτη Evac : γοῦν 
called The Intelligible Father and The Summit of The Intelligible Realm , and if He is Connective 
ASYETOAL VONTOG πατῃρ και ἡ ἀκροτῆς τῶν νοητῶν , KOLEL σύνεκτικος 
of All The Intelligible Realm , then it is as Its Father that He is so. But on the other hand , The 
TAVTOG τοῦ νοῆτοῦ ,αλλα πατήρ δὲ ο 
Primal God who is celebrated by the first hypothesis , is not a Father , but is also Superior to all 
πρῶτος θεος DUVODLEVOG δια τῆς πρώτης ὑποθεσεῶς οὔτε TATNHP , αλλα καὶ KPELTT@V πασης 
Paternal Divinity . For on the one hand , That One is distinguished against Its Power and Its 
TNS πατρικῆς θεοτητος. γὰρ μὲν Εκεινος αντιδιηρηται προς τὴν δυναμῖν καὶ τον 
Intellect , of whom It is said to be The Father , and with Those , They make up a Single Triad ; 
νοῦν, ὧν λεγεται πατήρ, καὶ μετ’ EKELVOV συμπληροι μιαντριαδα: 
whereas on the other hand , This Truly Primal God Transcends both all contrast and relationship 
δὲ ODTOG OVTWS ο πρῶτος DEOG EENPNTAL καὶ TADS AVTLOLALPEDEWS καὶ OVVTAEEMG 
with anything , and with much more reason It is not an Intelligible Father. For it is not in any way 
προς παντα, TOAA® TAEOV οὔτε νοήῆτος πατήρ. yap ξστι Ovdevoc 
involved with those that are secondary , nor is it participated in any way , being neither under the 
τῶν δευτερῶν , οὐδ Eotlv μεθεκτος ολος, ὧν οὔτ᾽ vTO 
category of Intellectual , nor under that of Intelligible Essential-Being , but It Transcends in Unity 
1071 VOEPAV οὔτε LTO VONTOV OLOLAV , αλλ᾽ LTEPNVOTAL 
All The Participated Unities on the one hand , and on the other hand , is ‘snatched away Beyond’ 
πασῶν TOV LETEXOMEVOV EVASM@V μὲν, δὲ Ὀπερηρπασται 
all the processions of Being . On the one hand , let us consider this the goal/object of the first 
πασῶν τῶν προοδῶν TOD OVTOG . HEV ἡμῖν νοεξισθῶ οὗτος Σκοπος τῆς πρώτης 
hypothesis ; the ascent from The One Being to The One Itself , in the truest sense , and the 
DLTOVEDEDS , AVASPALLELV απο TOL EVOG OVTOG EM TOEVALTO ὡς ἀληθῶς , KAL 
contemplation of how That Transcends Wholes , and how it is numbered together with none 
θεώρησαι πὼς EKELVOG EENPNTAL TOV ολῶν, καὶ πῶς συναριθμειται οὐδδνι 
of the divine orders . 
TOV θειῶν διακοσμῶν. 


33 


But secondly after this let us consider what type of discourse accords to such 
de Δεύτερον ETL TODTOV KATLOWHEV ποῖος τροπος TOV λογῶν APHOGEL προς TOLALTNV 

a theory , and how the interpretation of our subjects , may be properly undertaken . And if 
τὴν θεώριαν, καὶ TMG τῆς ECNYNSOEWS TOV TPOKELLEVOV AV TPETOVTMS αντιλαβοιμεθα «και 
I may say , we can bring this about by energizing Rationally and Intellectually and Divinely at the 
εγὼ αν oainv, δυνηθειημεν ενεργησαι λογικῶς, καὶ νοερῶς και θειὼῶς 
same time , in order that we may both be able to grasp the demonstrative power οἵ Parmenides , 

ομου, wa καὶ δυνηθῶμεν ede τὴν αποδεικτικὴν δύναμιν τοῦ Παρμενιδου, 
and that we may be able to follow his insights that are maintained by Real Being , and that 
καὶ παρακολουθησῶμεν αὑτοῦ ταῖς ETIBOAAIG ταῖς EXOMEVALG TOD OVTMG OVTOG , KAI 
we may ascend in a Divinely-Inspired way to The Ineffable and Incomprehensible Co-awareness 
AVASPALOLEV EVOEQOTIKWG προς τὴν APPNTOV καὶ ἀπεριλήηπτον συναϊσθησιν 
of The One. For surely inasmuch as we rank as souls , we possess Images of The Primal Causes , 

TOD EVOG . γὰρ δη και ATE NMELG TETAYLEVOL KATA ψυχας ἔχομεν ELKOVAG TOV TPMTLOTOV αἰτιῶν, 
and we Participate in both The Whole Soul and The Intellectual Plane and The Divine Unity ; 
και PETEYOMEV TE της OATS ψυχῆς καὶ TOD VOEPOD πλατοὺς καὶ της θειας εναδος : 
we must also awaken The Powers of Those Beings within us for the comprehension of the present 
SEL KALOAVEYELPELV τας δυνάμεις ἐκεινῶν δνημιν προς τὴν αντιληψιν τῶν 
subjects . Or how else are we to become nearer to The One , unless we awaken The One of the 
προκειμενῶν. Η πῶς εσομεθα εγγυτερῶ TOLEVOG, HN AVEYELPAVTEG TOEV τῆς 
Soul , which is a kind of image of The One in us , and by virtue of which the most accurate of 


ψυχῆς. O EOTLV οἷον δικῶν TOD EVOG EV ἡμιν, και καθο οι ἀκριβεστεροι 
accounts declare that Divine Possession most especially comes to be ? How then are we to make 
TOV AOYOV φασιν TOV EVBOLOLAGHOV μαλιστα yiweo8ar ; Tac δ᾽ av ποιησαιμεν 


This One Itself and Flower of the Soul to Shine-forth , if we do not first energize according to 
τοῦτο TO EV ALTO καὶ AVOOS τῆς WOXNS ἀναλαμψαῖι, EL μη TPOTEPOV EVEPYNOOLLEV KATH 
Intellect ? For the activity of the Intellect leads the Soul towards a state and energy of Quietude . 
νοῦν ; yap H evepyeta κατα νοῦν AYEL τὴν WOXNV προς καταστασιν και EVEPYELAV τὴν NPELOV . 
How then, are we to attain perfect Intellectual energy , unless we are taken , by means of rational 
Ils δ᾽ αν τύχοιμεν TEAEMS τῆς VOEPUG EVEPYELAaG, μη πορξύθεντες δια τῶν λογικῶν 
insights , and by using composite Intellections prior to more Simple Ones ? So then, on the one 
ETUBOAOV , καὶ YPNOALEVOL συνθετώτεραις νοησεῶν TPO τῶν απλούυστερῶν ; TOLVDV LEV 
hand , demonstrative power is required in our preliminary assumptions , while on the other hand , 
1072 αποδεικτικῆς δυναμξῶς Ast ὃν ταῖς προσληψεσι dg 

Intellectual energy is required in our investigations of Being (for The Orders of Being are denied 
VOEPUG EVEPYELAG EV ταῖς διερευνησεσιν TOD οντος (YAP αἱ TAEELG TOD OVTOG αποφασκονται 
of The One) , and a Divinely-Inspired Impulse in our Co-awareness of That which Transcends All 


tov Evoc), dé EVOEAOTIKNG ορμῆς εν TH συναισθησει τοῦ ECNPNLEVOD παντῶν 
Real-Beings , in order that we may not unconsciously be led-away from our negations into “that 
TOV OVTOV , wa μη λαθῶμεν απῶώσθεντες εκ τῶν αἀποφασεῶν εἰς TO 
which in no way exists” and its inability-to-appear because of an undefined phantasy , whereas 
μη ον καὶ τὴν αὐτου αφαάνβδιαὰν δια τῆς AOPLOTOD φαντασιας, CAAA 


by awakening The One within us , and through this , warming the soul (Phaedrus 2510) we may be 


OAVEYEIPAVTEG TOEV δνήημιν καὶ δια τοῦτοῦ αναθαλψαντες THY ψυχὴν 
Conjoined to The One Itself , and as it were , find a safe port , by taking our stand Above All That 


OLVAWWHEV προς TO EV αὐτο, καὶ OLOV ορμισῶμεν σταντες Ὁπὲερ TAV το 
is Intelligible within ourselves and by dismissing the rest of our activities , in order that 


vontov EV ξαῦτοις καὶ APEAOVTEG πᾶσαν AAANV ἡμῶν EVEPYELAV , 1VOL 
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we may commune with That Alone , and dance around That , leaving behind the intellections 
WO συγγενώμεθα EKELVM LOVW καὶ MEPLYOPEVOMLEV EKELVO , ATOALMOVTEG νοησεῖις 
of the soul which are turned to those that are secondary . Therefore , let the manner of our 
TNS ψυχῆς τας στρεφομενας TAG OSEDTEPAS . ovv μενῶ TPOTOG ἡμῖν 
discourses be of such a kind so as to be Rational , Intellectual , and Divinely-Inspired , for 
TOV λογῶν τοιοῦτος EOTM δἄδλογικος, νοερος, evVOEMoTIKOG : YAP 
in this way , can one grasp the proposed hypothesis , as it should be grasped . 
οὕτω αν τις AVTLAGPOLTO τῆς προκειμένης ὑποθεσεῶὼς SEOVTWG . 
In the third place we must consider what is the nature of these negations , 
τριτον AAAO XKETTEOV τινες AL αὑται ἀποφασεις, 
and whether they are superior to the corresponding affirmation or inferior . For everyone thinks 
και ποτερον εἰσι KPELTTOLG τῶν καταφασεῶν ἢ χείρους. γὰρ πᾶσιν Δοκξι 
that an affirmation is more noble ; for a negation is a deprivation ; but an affirmation , they say , 
ῃ καταφασις ELVAL OEUVOTEPA , YAP ἡ ἀαποφασις στερήησις: SEN καταφασις, φασιν, 
is the presence and a certain habit of Idea. So then for Ideas and for those invested with Forms 
EOTLV παροῦσια εἰδοὺς καὶ τις εξις εἰδοὺς. AAAG HEV εἰιδεσι καὶ τοις ξειδοπεποιήημξνοις 
affirmation is preferable to negation ; for this very affirmation is a necessary attribute of Ideas : 
TN] καταφασις TPOTLLLOTEPA TNS ATOPAGEWS : YAP τοῦτο ALTO SEL ὑπαρχεξιν τοις EldEOLV , 
their very own habitude/condition/state and also the absence of their corresponding privation . 


τὴν EQADTOV εξιν καὶ τὴν φυγὴν τῆς OTEPNOEDS . 
And generally for those that exist , just as existence is more-proper than non-existence , so also is 
Και odws τοις OLOL TO ELVAL OLKELOTEPA TOD μη ELVAL, στι 


affirmation than negation . For Being , on the one hand, is The Paradigm of affirmation , while 


ῃ καταφασις της αποφασεῶς. YAP TOOV μὲν EOTL παραδειγμα τῆς καταφασεῶς 
non-Being , on the other hand, is that of negation . But then , it is not unclear , in what way Plato 


un ov δε τῆς ἀαποφασεος. δε οὐκ adnAov , Onws 
himself in the Sophist (258a) declared non-Being (by which he means difference -T.Taylor) to be 
avtos ὃν Σοφιστη εφατο το μή ον 


related to Being ; for he says that non-Being exists no less than Being ; but although , by the 
EXELV προς TO OV YAP φησιν HEV TO μή OV ELVAL οὐδε EAATTOV NTO OV, αλλα OLTEP TO 
addition “if it is Lawful to say so” , he made clear the Superiority of Being . Accordingly then , 
προσθεις δἰιθεμις εἰπεῖν EONAWOE τὴν ὑπεροχὴν TOV οντος. apa 
among all those that exist , affirmation is absolutely Superior to negation . But since indeed , 
1073 Ev πασιν τοις OVOL ἡ καταφασις ATAMSG KPELTTOV τῆς ATOOAGEMS. SE Ἐπειδή 
non-Being is multifarious , one is Superior to Being , while another is Co-ordinate with Being , 
TO μὴ OV πολλαχῶς, TO HEV ὡς Κρεῖττον τοὺ OVTOG, TO SE ὡς συνταάττομεν TH OVTL, 
and yet another which is the lack of Being , then surely it is clear , that we can also speculate 
to δὲ ὡς στερήσις TOV οντος : δήπουθεν SNAOV OTL Kat OEwpPNooLEV 
three types of negation ; one , that is Above affirmation , another that is inferior to affirmation , 
τριττὰ ELON ATOOAGEMV TO HEV ὑπερ τὴν KATAPAOLV , TO SE AELMOLEVOV KATAMAGEMG , 
and yet another that is , in some way , equally balanced with affirmation . Accordingly then , it is 


TO δὲ πῶς παρισοῦμενον προς τὴν καταφασιν. αρα 
not uniformly the case , that affirmation is always Superior to negation , since there is the case , 
Οὐκ μονοξιδὼς ῃ καταφασις αξι KPELTTOV τῆς ἀποφασεος, αλλ’ εστιν 


where it is allotted the second order , when negation expresses that type of Non-Being which “is” 


omov ελαχε τὴν SevtEepav ταξιν, OTAV ἡ ἀποφασις AEYN EKELVO τομῆον O EOTIV 
Beyond Being . But since indeed , This non-Being is also twofold ; the one , being bound by 
ENEKELVA TOD OVTOG . AAA’ ἐπειδὴ τοῦτο TO μη OV καὶ SITTOV , TO HEV KATEYOLEVOV ὕπο 
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Being , whereas the Other is in no way numbered among Real Beings , it is clear that neither 


TOV OVTOG, TO OE ODLOEVL συναριθμοῦμενον TOV OVT@V: SNAOV ὡς οὔτε 
affirmation nor negation can be properly adapted to This case , whereas in that former case , both 
καταφασις OLTE ἀποφασις αν κυριῶς CPHOOELEV ἐπι τοῦτο, SE ET’ EKELVOD δτι 


negation and affirmation are more adapted , insofar as it communicates with Being . But also, if 


1 ATOPAGIG καὶ ἡ KATAPAGIG μαλλον καθοσον κεκοινώνηκεν TM OVTL. AAA’ καὶ EL 
no statement is properly true of That Other (surely I mean That which is unconnected with Being) 
μηδεις Aoyos κυριῶς AANONS En EKEIvon (dN AEYo TOD AGVVIAKTOV προς TO OV) 
negation may be more properly asserted of it than affirmation . For just as affirmations 

ἡ ἀποφασις AV κυριώτερον ρηθειη EN’ αὐτου τῆς καταφασεῶς.. γὰρ Ὡς al καταφασεις 
pertain to The Real-Beings , negations pertain to that which is not ; for generally , an affirmation 


eT TOV OVIOV , AL ἀποφάσεις EML τοὺ UN OVTOG : YAP OAM η καταφασις 
wants to lay hold of some Idea , and when the soul says that one thing is present to another and 
θελει ὅραττεσθαι τινος EL60UG , KALOTAV ἡ ψυχῇ λεγη αλλο παρειναι AAAwW Ka 
makes an affirmation , then it postulates those Ideas that are akin to itself. But The Primal is 


TON καταφασιν τιθηῃσι τῶν συγγενῶν EavTH .. de TO πρῶτον EOTI ὑπερ 
Above Idea , and it is not proper to apply to It , Those Ideas inherent in those that are secondary , 


ELO0G , καὶ οὐδὲν προσήκει προσαγειν ALTO τῶν EV τοις δεύῦτεροις, 
nor to transfer to It , that which is inherent to us ; for we shall thus without noticing , be talking 


οὐδὲ LETAMEPELV ET’ ALTO τα OLKELO EV ἡμῖν: yap λήσομεν ἄδλέξεγοντες 
about ourselves and not about That . Accordingly then , we cannot properly use affirmations 


EALVTOLDG καιοὺκ EKELVO. apa  Ovk δεοντὼῶς χρησομεθα καταφασεσιν 
but rather by negations of the attributes of those that are secondary . And since on the one hand , 


αλλα μαλλον αποφασεσι ταις τῶν δεύτερῶν. Kat yap μεν 
affirmations strive to know that one thing belongs to other ; whereas on the other hand , The 

αι καταφασεις σπεύδουσιν γινώσκειν αλλο τι ὑπαρχον AAAM@: Kat δὲ το 
Primal is Unknowable by The Forms of Knowledge that are Connate with Real-Beings , and it is 


πρῶτον ἔστι AYVWOTOV ταις YVMOEOL συμφύλοις προς TH OVTA , καὶ EOTLV 
not possible to take anything as belonging to It , but much rather , as not belonging to It ; for 


οὐκ λαβειν TL @GLTAPYOV αὐτῶ, AAAG μαλλον ὡς UN ὑπαρχον , yap 
It Transcends all compositeness and participation . And in addition to this , on the one hand , 


1074 εξηρηται maons σύνθεσεῶς καὶ μεθεξεως.. Καιτοι προς TovTOtc , μεν 
affirmations manifest something definite , while negations possess an undefined force ; 


αι καταφάσεις δηλοῦσιν TL WPLOLEVOV , SE AL ἀαποφασεις EYOLOL GOPLOTOV δυναμιν : 
for the concept of non-man is more indefinite than that of man. Therefore , it is more proper 


YAP TO οὐκ ἀνθρῶπος EOTL ATELPOTEPOV TOL AVOP@TOS . ODV στιν OLKELOTEPOV 
for The Incomprehensible and Indefinable Cause which is The One to be revealed by negations ; 


Τὴν ANEPLANTTOV και ATEPLOPLOTOV AITLAV TOD EVOG ἐνδεικνυσθαι δια τῶν ATOOAGEDV : 
for affirmations cut-up Reality into parts , but negations are conducive to flowing from 


YAP Al KATAPAGELG ATOTEUAYIGOVOL τὰ OVTA, SE αι ἀποφασεις εἰσιν AVATAMTIKAL ATO 
those that have been circumscribed towards the direction of that which is uncircumscribed , and 


TOV TEPLYEYPALLEVOV ell TO ααπεριγραφον και 
from those distinguished by their proper boundaries in the direction of that which is indistinct . 


απο τῶν SINPNHLEV@V OUKELOLG οροις ETL TO QOPLOTOV . 
How then , are these latter ones , not more suitable to the speculation on The One ? For, if it is 


Πῶως ovv αὐται οὐχ μαλλον πρεποῦσι TH θεώρια τοῦ EVOG; Yap, El 
Lawful to say , that Its Incomprehensible and Ineffable and Unknowable Power , can alone 


θεμις ELMELV , αὐτοῦ τὴν ATEPLANTTOV καὶ CANTTOV καὶ ἀγνῶστον δυναμιν SUVATOV μονον 
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be revealed through these negations , by partial insights . Accordingly then , negations are 


EVOELKVLODAL δια TOLT@V ταῖς μερικαῖς επιβολαις. apa TOV KATAPAGEMV 
Superior to affirmations , and are suitable to those who are being drawn-up from what is partial 
Κρειττοὺς αι ANOMAOEIC , καὶ TPETOLOAL τοις ἀναγομξνοις απο τοὺ μερικου 


towards The Whole and from the coordinated towards the Uncoordinated , and from the circum- 
προς TO OAOV καὶ απο TOD KATATETAYHEVOD προς TO AKATATAKTOV καὶ απο TOL TE— 
-scribed type of knowledge towards that type of energy which is Uncircumscribable yet Unitary 
TEMAYLOLEVOD ELOOUG TNS γνώσεως ETM TO E150 TNS EVEPYELAG TO ATEPLOPLOTOV καὶ EVLALOV 
and Simple . 
και ἀπλουν. 
Therefore , the fourth subject that we must consider , is how and according to what 


ODV TETAPTOV VOTIOMLEV Tlag Koa τινα 
mode , these negations will harmonize with The First Cause . Thus I would not say that negations 
TPOTOV AVLTAL αρμοσοῦσι EMI τῆς πρώτης UTA. av Οὐχ dainv ὡς μὲν 
would fit-in/harmonize/accord-with Those that are receptive of affirmations , but then , they did 

OTH TOV δεκτικὼν τῆς KATAPAGEDG , LEVTOL 
not fit the profile , as if we were to assert that Socrates is not white ; for The One is receptive of 
Ov SEYEYLEVOV , OLOV El φαῖμεν TOV LOKPATH ELVA μη AEDKOV : YAP TO EV ἔστι δεκτικον 
nothing at all , but It Transcends all Being and all Participation . Nor again , must negation be 
οὐδενος, AAA’ EENPNTAL παντος TOV OVTOG καὶ TAGS μετοχῆς : οὐδξ AD 
adapted to The One, as to that which was entirely un-receptive of affirmations , and which 
ως το TAVTN GASEKTOV τῆς καταφασεῶς, και 
itself possesses a lack and inability to be mixed with the Idea in question , such as if one were 
αὐτῆς ἔχον OTEPT|OLV και OULELAV προςτο ξιδος , οἵον EL τις 
to say that the letter is not white , because it is unable to participate of whiteness . For That which 
λεγοι τῆν γραμμὴν οὐ AEUKOV, διοτι δὴ EOTLV ALETOYOG AEvKOTNTOG. yap Το 
is Primary is not simply lacking of the attributes that are denied of It , nor are all these attributes 
πρῶτον οὐχ ATAMS απεσπασται TOV ATOPACKOLEVOV . οὐδε EOTL MAVTA ταῦτα 
without any communion with The One, since they are derived from That Source ; and so it is not 
ακοινώνητα TMPOG TO EV, αλλὰα παραγεται εκειθεὲν : καὶ οὐχ 
the case that , just as whiteness neither generates the letter nor is generated by it , in this way also 
ὡς ἡ AEVKOTNSG οὔτε YEVVA τὴν γραμμὴν οὔτε YEVVATAL απ’ ALTNS, OLTW 
those following after The One are not generated from The One ; for they derive their subsistence 
1075 ta μετα TO εν οὔτε γενναταῖι απο TOD δνος : γὰρ Ὀφεστηκε 
from That Source . But neither must negation be applied in an intermediate way , as if we were 
εκειθεν . AAA’ οὐδὲ οὔτως , KATA τον μεσον τροπον MSG αν 
to say , that the negation is predicated of The One , such as of those that are indeed non-receptive 
φαιμὲν τὴν ἀποφασιν λεξγεσθαι τοῦτον κατὰ TOV μη δεκτικῶν 
of a given characteristic , but are The Causes to others , in which they reside , of being receptive 
τον μὲν , δὲ αἰτιῶν AAAOIG ενοις εστι, Tov δεχεσθαι 
of the affirmed quality ; such as Motion Itself does not move , but that which is being moved ; 
τὴν καταφασιν : οἷον ἢκῖνησις OUKIVEITAL, GAAM TO KIVODLLEVOV 
yet the negation is applied to Motion Itself , for It does not move , even though others move 
γοῦν ἡ ATOPAGIG KATNYOPELTAL ALTNS: YAP οὐ κινειται,  KOLEL αλλα κινεῖται 
because of It. And generally , each one of the passions is impassive ; since by being simple , 
δι᾽ αὐτὴν: KALOAWSG EKAOTOV TOV παθῶν εστιν ἀπαθες : yap ον αἀπλοὺῦν 
it either exists or does not exist , whereas that which experiences through it , is that which is 
Ἢ ἔστιν ἡ ουκ ἔστι, δὲ το πασχον δι’ ALTO EOTLV TO 
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composite (the body/soul/intellect) . Therefore , negations are not denied in this way of The One ; 
σύνθετον . ODV TA ἀαποφαάσκομενα Οὐδε ATOPOAGKETAL οὐτῶς τοῦ δνος: 
for The One does not come to be in any one thing , but on the one hand , It is The Cause of the 
γὰρ τον οὐδὲ  EYYLVETOL δνι . OAD’ μεν EOTL αἴτιον τῶν 
affirmations , the negations of which , we apply to It , but on the other hand , in no way at all, 
KATAPAGEWV τας ἀποφάσεις WV TPODAYOLEV αὐτῶ, og οὐδαμῶς 
does It come to be in those of which It is The Cause . But then , if I may state my point of view 
δγγινεται τοῦτοις ὧν στιν αἴτιον: GAA’ ELYXPN ElMELV LE TO SOKODV 
in a concise way , just as The One is The Cause of Wholes , so also are these negations the causes 
συντομῶς, ὥσπερ TO EV EOTL αἴτιον TOV OAMV , OLTM καὶ εισιν ἀποφάσεις αἴτιαι 
of the corresponding affirmations . For which reason , as much as the second hypothesis asserts , 
TOV καταφασεῶν . Οθεν οσα ἡ δεύτερα ὑποθεσις κατεφήησεν, 
as we have said before , so much is denied by the first hypothesis ; for all those positive assertions 
καθα προξιπομεν, τοσαῦτα ἀπεφησεν ἡ πρώτη : γὰρ παντα TH EKELVA καταφατικα 
proceed from these negations , and The Cause of these , is The One , as being Prior to all . For 
προεισιν EV TOLTOV ATOPATIKOV , καὶ αἴτιον TOVTMV TO EV ὡς OV TPO TOV TAVTOV . YAP 
just as the soul , being incorporeal , has produced the body , and as The Intellect , being soulless 
ὥς υψύυχη OLGA ἀσώματος TAPNYAYEV TO σῶμα, MG οἷον O νοὺς ὧν αψυχος 
(and since It is not a soul) has given subsistence to the soul , so also The One , not being Many , 
(και OTL EOTL μη WoYXN ) DMEOTHOEV τὴν ψύχην, OLTA  TOEV ον αἀπληθυντον 
has given subsistence to all multiplicity , and being without number , to number , and being 
UTMEOTIOE TO παν πληθος, και ον αναριθμον Tov αριθμον, και OV 
shapeless , to shape , and similarly so in the case of everything else ; for It is none of those which 
ασχηματιστον TO σχημα,, καὶ ομοιῶς ETL τῶν AAAOV, YAP ἐστιν οὐδεν ὧν 
It gives subsistence . For no other Cause is the same as its own products . If then, It is 
LOLOTHOLV . YAP OvdSE GAAO αἴτιον EOTLV TALTOV EALTOD τοῖς γεννημασιν.. Et ovv EOTIV 
none of those to which It gives subsistence , and It gives subsistence to all , then It is none of all . 
undev ῶν Ὀὑφιστησιν so, ὑφιστησιν παντα,, SE εστι οὐδὲν παντῶν. 
If then , we know all things affirmatively , we reveal That One negatively , from everything else 
Εἰ ODV γιγνώσκομεν TOA TAVTO καταφατικῶς, ενδεικνυμεθα EKELVO ἀποφατικὼς αφ᾽ ἑεκαστου 
in The Kosmos , and thus this form of negation is productive of the multiplicity 
TOV TAVTOV , και OVTM τοῦτο TO E150G τῆς ATOPAGEMS EOTL YEVVITIKOV TOD πληθοὺυς 
of affirmations ; such as the shapelessness in the case of The One, is not such as it is the case 
1076 TOV καταφασεῶν : OLOV TO ἀσχηματιστον EML TOD EVOG ἔστι οὐκ τοιοῦτον OLOV TO 
with matter , which is viewed according to the lack of shape , but rather It is that which generates 


τῆς LANG, O θεώρειται KATA τὴν OTEPNOLV TOL σχηματος, AA’ ο γεννα 
and produces The Order which Subsists according to shape . Thus , on the one hand, in the case 
και TAPAYEl τὴν TAELV KOTO τοσχημα. ODV LEV Ent 


of matter , negations are inferior to affirmations , since they are indeed privations , while on the 


τῆς VANS, Al ANOMAGEICS YELPOLG τῶν καταφασεῶν, ETELONMEP ELOLV στερήσεις, 
other hand , affirmations are participations of which Matter Itself is barren of . But on the other 


δὲ AL καταφασεις μεθεξεις ὧν καθ αὕτην εστερηται: δὲ 
hand , in the case of Real Beings , negations are conjoined with affirmations ; for non-Being 
Em τῶν OVTOV OLCVYOL προς τας καταφασεις : YAP TO μὴ OV 
participates no less of Essence than Being , as is stated in the (Sophist 2580). But in the case of 
LETEXEL OD EAATTOV TAP’ οὐσιας TOL OVTOG, ὡς ξιρηται EV Lodiotn. dE En 
The One , the negations reveal Its Causal Superiority , and in this respect , they are superior to 
TOD EVOG , δηλοῦσιν αἰτιὰς LTMEPOXNV , καὶ TOLTA εἰσι KPELTTOLG 
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affirmations . And because of this , the negations of Those that are secondary thus have to be 
TOV καταφασεῶν. καὶ Διο τας ἀποφασεις τῶν δευτερῶν ODVTWS EXEL 
verified of Themselves in The Causes posterior to The One . For in this way also when we say 
ἐπαληθεύυουσας KAT’ TOV αὑτῶν τα AITLA μετα TOEV. yap Ovtm Kal oOTaV AsyMLEV 
that the soul neither speaks nor is silent , we do not say these things about soul , in the sense that 
τὴν ψυχὴν ENTE φθεγγεσθαι UNTE OLyAV , OLY AEYOLEV ταῦτα περι αὐτῆς OLT@ ὡς 
we would about stones or pieces of wood or any other thing without sensation , but in the sense 
περι λιθὼῶν καὶ EvAWV ἡ τινος ἀλλοῦ πραγματος ἀαναισθητοῦ, AAA’ ὡς 
that soul is productive of both voice and silence in the living being . And again, we talk of 
οὐσῆς YEVVYTIKNS ἀαμφοτερῶν OWVIS TE καὶ σιγῆς δν τῶ COW. Καὶ παλῖν λεγομὲν 
Nature as being neither white nor black , but colorless , and again , without extension . Take 
τὴν φυσιν οὐτξ AELKOV οὔτε HEAVY , AAA’ AYPOUATOV KAL AD αδιαστατον. ap’ 
notice then , do we say this , in the same way as we would about Matter ? By no means (for 
ObV OUTS ως τὴν LAN ; ovdavas (yap 
Nature is Superior to the things denied of Her) , but rather in the sense that She generates both 
EOTLKPELTT@V τῶν ATOPACKOLEVOV) , OAK’ ως γεννητικὴν και 
colors and every sort of extension. So then, we talk in the same way of The Monad, as being 
χρώματῶν και TAVTOLOV SLAOTAOEWV . τοινὺν λέγομεν Ομοιῶς τὴν Lovada 
devoid of Number , not in the sense of Its being inferior to Numbers and indefinite , but rather 
αναριθμον, οὐχ ως Ὀφειμενὴν τῶν APLOUBV καὶ ἀοριστον, GAA’ 
in the sense that It produces and defines Numbers , thus I mean The Primal Monad , and That 
ὡς γεννῶσαν και οριζουσαν τοὺς αριθμοὺυς, δὲ AEYW τὴν APOTLOTHV μοναδα και 
which we say , possesses All The Ideas of Numbers . Therefore , all that is negated of The One 
NV φαμεν EYELV TAVTA TA ξιδη TOV ἀριθμῶν. ovv, Παντα CoG αποφασκει TOD EVOG, 
Proceeds from It ; for It Itself must be none of The All, in order that All may indeed derive from 
TIPOELOL EE αὐτοῦ : YAP ALTO δεῖ ELVOL LNSEV TOV TAVTOV, Va παντὰ ἢ απ’ 
It . For this reason , it also seems to me that Parmenides often denies of The One , those that are 
αὐτου. Διο καὶ δοκει μοι πολλακις ATOOAOKELV τα 
opposite to each other , such as that It is neither Whole nor Part , neither Same nor Other , nor 
QVTLKELLEV , οἷον οτι οὔτε OAOV ODTE μερος, οὔτε ταῦτον οὔτε ETEPOV , οὔτε 
at Rest nor in Motion ; for The One Transcends all antithesis , is Expanded Above all relation , 
EOTWG OLTE κινούμενον : YAP TO EV EENPNTAL MAGS AVTLWEDEMS , UTEPTAWTAL πάσης OYEDEWS 
is Free from all Duality , being The Cause of All the Multiplicity of These and of The Twofold 
1077 καθαρεῦει TAGS δυαδος, OV αἴτιον παντος πλήθους αὐτῶν και τῶν διττῶν 
Co-ordinations and of The Primal Dyad and of all relation and of all antithesis . And 
τῶν OLOTOLYWV KAL τῆς πρώτης δυαδος καὶ πάσης σχεσεῶς καὶ πασῆς αντιθεσεῶς. Kar 
since Nature is The Cause of all corporeal antitheses , and The Soul of All Vivific 
YAP ἡ φυσις αἴτια πασῶν TOV σωματικῶν αντιθεσεῶς, καὶ ἡ WOXYTN πασῶν TOV COTIKM@V 
Causes , and The Intellect of The Psychic Genera , but The One is Simply The Cause of All 
αἰτιῶν, καὶ ονοὺς τῶν ψυχικῶν YEVOV ,56 TOEV ATAMG τῶν απασῶν 
Divisions (for It is not The Cause of some , but not of others) ; but The Cause of all antithesis 
διαιρεσξῶν (YAP EOTLV οὐ αἴτιον ὧν HEV , AVALTLOV ὧν ds) : δε TO αἴτιον πασης αντιθεσεῶς 
is Itself opposed to nothing ; for then there would also have to be some other cause of this anti- 


QUTO αντικειται οὐδεν: yap αν και SEOL ELVAL τι αλλο αἴτιον της TALTIS αντι-- 
-thesis , and so The One would no longer be The Cause of All. Therefore , for these reasons , 
—TIWEGEWS , καὶ TO EV ODKETL αἴτιον πασῶν. οῦν δια ταῦτα μὲν 


we say that negations are productive affirmations ; those which are assumed in the 
AEYOLEV TOV καταφασεῶν ELVAL γεννητικας Τας ATOPAGEIC , TAS παρειλήμμενας EV TH 


rt 


39 


first hypothesis of those which are to be investigated in the second hypothesis ; for as many as 
πρώτη vTOVEGEL τῶν ECETAGONOOLEVOV επι τηςδεύῦτερας :γὰρ ooa 
The Primal Cause Generates in the first hypothesis , so many are produced in the second , and 
TO TPWTOV YEVVa EV TY TPWTH , τοσαῦτα YEVVATAL EV TH SELTEPA καὶ 
proceed forth in their proper order , and in this way The Kosmic-Order of The Gods , that 
TPOELOLV EV TY OLKELA TAEEL, καὶ OLTMS 0 δισκοσμος τῶν θεῶν 
Subsists from Transcendent Unity is revealed . 
υποστας ATO TNS EGNPNMEVNS TNS EVASOG ἀαναφαινεται. 
Then the fifth subject that one might reasonably investigate after this , is how 
δ᾽ πεμπτον Exetvo τις αν ELKOTMSG ζητήσειε ETL τοῦτοις πῶς 
it is the case that if Parmenides declared that he would take his start from his own One , he begins 
él 0 Παρμενιδης ειπε ποιησεσθαι την ἀρχὴν απο τοὺ OLKELOD EVOG , APXETAL 
from the negations of The One , but not from the affirmations , although he himself in his Poem 
ATO TOV ATOPACGEMV τοὺ EVOG , AAA’ οὐχι TOV καταφασεῶν, QVTOG EV TH ποιήσει 
speaks of That One always in affirmations and not negations , and since he declares It to be , 
EKELVOD TAVTA KATAPACKOV καὶ οὐδεν ATOPACKOV : καὶ YAP φησιν ALTO ELVAL 
Whole-limbed and Unperturbed (Parm 8.4) and also says that it is Necessary (Parm 8.30) for It to be , 


OLAOHEAEG καὶ ατρεμες τε φησιν ἀναγκαῖον QUTO ξιναι 
but that it is Unbelievable (Parm 1.32) for It not to be , and that one who says that It does not exist , 
δε adoKntov μη δειναὶ. , TE TOVAEYOVTA αὐτο LUN Elva 

“is mistaken” (Parm 2.7) ; for on the one hand , the way that asserts that “It is” is also the way of 
1078 σφαλλεσθαι yap LEV ἡ κελευθος bAGKOLOG ALTO ειναι εστι Και 
persuasion , according to him ; whereas on the other hand , the way that says that It is not , 
πειθοὺυς κατ᾽ αὐτον: δε  δλεγουσα μῆηϑιναι 


“and that It must not be , this way I surely declare to you to be totally without conviction.” 
καὶ EOTL ὡς χρεῶν μη ειναι, Τὴν dy φραζὼ τοι εμμεν ἀταρπον παναπειθεα.. (Parm 2.5) . 
And generally , he directs many phrases at It , by writing that It is both Describable and 
Και OAMSG KATATELVEL TOAAG περι αὐτου, ὡς γραφῶν EOTL KAL ρητον και 
Intelligible (Parm 6.1). How then , since The Parmenidean One has such a nature , having said 
ὡς vonTtOV . T@sgovv tov Παρμενιδοῦ evoc ξεχοντος τοιανὸδξ OVOLV , ELTOV 
himself that he will begin his proposed exercise from That One , does he in these exercises 
QVTOG ποιησεσθαι την APXYNV αὐτῷ τῆς προκειμενῆς γυμνασιας AM’EKELVOD εν τοῦτοις 
set out through the negative propositions first , of which , he applied the positive versions in his 
odevet δια TOV ATOOAGEOV TPWTOV , ὧν QUTOSG κατεφήησεν EV EKELVOLG 
poetry to his own One ? Surely then , one must also say in answer to this enquiry , that even the 
TOD OLKELOD EVOG ; én Kat λΛεκτεον προς TALTHV τὴν ζήτησιν OTL καὶ O 
Foreign-guest in the Sophist (2454), when at first he set out to show , from the teaching of his 
Eevog ev Lodioty . πρώτου ὡρμήμενος δειξαι εκ του 
own master , that The One Being is Beyond The Multiplicity of Real-Beings and because of this 
διδασκαλου TO EV ον ENEKELVOL τῶν πολλῶν OVT@V καὶ ταύτη 
Parmenides was right in arranging The One Being before The Many , went on to inquire whether 
tov Παρμενιδὴν κατορθουντα προταξαντα TO EV OV TOV πολλῶν, εζητησεν El 
The Parmenidean One is Truly One , and if it is the same for It to be both One and to Be, or is it 
το Παρμενιδειῖον EV EOTL OVTOS EV , καὶ EOTLV ταῦτον αὐτῷ ELVAL TE EVL KOLOVTL, ἢ 
by one aspect of its own nature One , but by another aspect Being . And by this investigation , 


TY μὲν TO ἀλλο αὐτοῦ φῦσει EV , SETO AAAO ον: ζητησας 
he shows that , if indeed The One Being is some kind of Whole , as Parmenides said , and having 
εδειξεν , διπερ TO EVOV ἔστι τι ολον, ὡς ο Παρμενιδῆς eime , καὶ EYOV 
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a beginning and an end, and having been divided into these Parts , and by Being Whole-limbed , 
apYnVv καιτελος, LE LEPLOLEVOV εις ταῦτα και ον οὐλομξλες, 
then on the one hand , It necessarily Experiences The One and Participates of The One by Being 
LEV QVTO ἀναγκαῖον TETOVOEVAL = TOEV καὶ μετεχειν TOLVEVOG δια 
The Whole , however It is indeed not The One in the true sense . Therefore , The Source must 
TO OAOV , HEVTOLYE ALTO ELVALOD TO EV αληθὼῶς : δὲ τὴν ἀρχῆν δειν 
not in any way participate of another , because it is necessary that , the one who participates be 
1079 μηδενος pEtexElv ETEPOD, διοτι ἀναγκαῖον τοῦ μετεχομξνοῦυ ειναι 
secondary to That which is being participated , inasmuch as it is in need of another ; of That 
δεύτερον το μξτεχον ως δεομενον αλλου του 
of which It strives to participate . So that if one is to follow this thesis , they will deny of The One 
OD εφιεται HETEXYELV : WOTE ειτις EhETOITO TH θεσει, O ANOMNOEL TOD EVOG 
Itself all those positive versions they postulated that The One [that is] experiences . And then, as 
αὐτο TAVTA OO KATEPNOEV θεμενος το ὃν πεπονθος. KALODV , ὡς 
we have often said, Parmenides on the one hand , in these exercises has begun from his own One , 
TOAAQKIC ειἰπομδν. oO Tlappevidns μὲν EV τοῦτοις Ηρξατο απο τοὺ OLKELOD EVOG , 
being the very attribute which The One experiences (and not by looking away towards The One 
οπερ Ὧν τοεὲν πέεπονθος (και OLY ὡς απιδῶν εἰς TOEV 
insofar as It is One Itself Alone , but towards That which The One [that is]experiences) , thus , 
n EV Q@DTO μονον δὲ το EV πεπονθος), AAA’ 
by viewing the process of participation as one , he led the discussion up to the pure conception 
θεασαμξενος τὴν μεθεξιν ὡς EV AVNYAYE το λογον εις τὴν ἀκραιφνη EVVOLAV 
of The One , and through this , out of necessity knew everything negatively , that is , as many as 
TOD EVOG, καὶ δια τοῦτο εξ AVAYKNG OLOEV TAVTA αποφατικῶς, οσα 
The One experienced when led-up affirmatively , but not to The Very One Itself. And surely 
TO EV TM πεπονθοτι προσηγαγε καταφατικῶς, AAA’ οὐχι τὼ OVTLEVIALT@. Και dy 
then , he also began the negations from The Idea of The Whole , by means of which the Eleatic 
καὶ NPEATO TOV ATOOAGEMV ATO tov oAov , δι᾽ οὐ οἔλξεατης 
Foreign-guest also showed that The One experiences Being (The Parmenidean One , but not 
Eevog καὶ sdElkKvv ToEV- πέεπονθος ov (Το Παρμενιδειον ev, GAA’ οὐκ 
The Truly One) , and he concludes this first , that The One is not a Whole . And so Platonists 
αληθῶὼς EV) , και OVDUMEPALVETAL τοῦτο πρῶτον OTL TO EV οὐχ OAOV : καὶ τοὺς Πλατωνικους 
should observe in what way Parmenides demonstrates the same things in this passage through the 
δδει Opav onms οΠαρμενιδης δεικνυσιν ταῦτα EV τοῦτοις τῇ 
inner vision of The One , which the Parmenidean sage has demonstrated elsewhere by stirring-up 
EVVOLa  TovEVOS ,atEp  Παρμεξνιδειος σοφος απεδειξε =EVOAAOIG επαναγῶν 
his opinion in the direction of The True One , and should not condemn the first hypothesis 


QvUTOV τὴν δοξαν εἰς το αληθες [Ev] καὶ μη καταψηφιζεσθαι τῆς πρώτης ὑποθεσεὼς 
as being empty of content , but should inquire into what kind of subject that hypothesis is true , 
ὡς KEsvoAoyovonsg , AAAQ ζητειν επι ποιοὺ πραγματος ἡ ὑποθεσις εστιν αληθης, 
and should take their guidance in this from Plato . 
και λαμβανεῖιν τοῦτο απο tov Πλατῶνος. 
On the one hand , this was the reason for remembering this discussion ; but on the other 
LEV δια TOUT@V vTEuvyoOn τοῦτο : δὲ 


hand , perhaps if someone were to go on to ask this of us , whether we use negative expressions 


LOWG αν τις λοιπον EMAVEPOLTO τοῦτο ALTO ἡμᾶς, TOTEPOV χρώμεθα τοις ATOOATIKOIG 
because of the weakness of human nature , which is unable to grasp The Simplicity of The One 


δια την ἀσθενειαν της AVOPATIVYS φυσεῶς Ov δυναμενης παραλαβεῖν τὴν ANAOTHTA τοῦ EVOG 
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through any supportive insight and vision and firmly-fixed knowledge , or whether those that are 
δι τινος ETEPELOTIKIS ἐπιβολῆς καὶ θεας καὶ EPNPELOLIEVNS γνώσεως, ἢ TO 
Superior to our souls also know The One negatively in an analogous way . Surely then , on the 
KPELTTOVO τῆς NMETEPAS ψυχῆς KAL γινώσκει TO EV ἀποφατικῶς KATA TO ἀνάλογον. dH 
one hand , we say that Intellect both Knows The Ideas and Comprehends The Objects of Intellect 
μὲν DALEV OTLO νοὺς καὶ γινώσκει TA ξιδη και περιλαμβανει τὰ νοητὰ 
by means of Intellections which are Conjoined with Them , and this is itself a kind of affirmative 
1080 ταις νοησεσιν συζυγοις προς ALTA , καὶ ἐστιν ALTY τις ἡ καταφατικη 
knowledge , for “Being draws near to Being” (Ραγπὶ F-4) ; and That which It Intellects , This It Is , 
γνῶσις, yap δον πελαζει ξοντι και ο νοξι τουτοξστιν, 
but That which It says , This It Intellects ; so then , That which It is , is This which The Intellect 
δὲ ο λεγει. τοῦτο VOEL : Apa ο EOTL, τοῦτο 0 VOUG 
in some way states by means of Its Own Intellection . But on the other hand , through The Unity 
TOG ASYEL δια της EAVTOD νοήσεῶς. δε Ty δναδι 
that is Above Intellect , It is United to The One , and through This Unity It Knows The One , 
DIMEP VODV συνῆπται προς TO EV, καὶ δια TNS TALTIS EVWOEWS γινώσκει TO EV , 
by It not-Being that which Being is . Accordingly then , It Knows The One in a negative way . 
τῷ μήηοντι TO OV : apa YIVOOKEL TOEV αποφοτικος. 
For It possesses Twofold Knowledge ; the one as (in) Intellect , the other as (out) non-Intellect ; 
yop exst τας Διττας γνώσεις, τὴν HEV ὡς νοῦς, τὴν δὲ ὡς μη νους: 
and the one as Knowing Itself , the other as Being-Intoxicated , as someone says , and Itself 
καὶ τὴν LEV ὡς γινώσκων EQUTOV , THY δὲ μεθυῶν , τιςφησι, καὶ αὑτον 
Being-Inspired with Nectar (Phaedrus 247) ; and the one as existent , the other as non-existent . 
evOeaC@v TH VEKTAPL , KOQLTNV μὲν ὡς EOTL, τὴν δὲ WG ODKEOTL. 
Accordingly then , The Much-celebrated Intellect Itself has , on the one hand , Knowledge which 
apa O TOADLHVNTOG VOLG ALTOG EXEL μεν τῶν γνώσεων 
is negative , and on the other hand , That which is affirmative . Certainly then , if The Intellect 
Τὴν αποφατικὴν και δε τὴν καταφατικην. ἀλλαμὴν εἰ vous 
and The Divine Souls , energize enthusiastically about The One , on the one hand , by Virtue of 
και Ot θειαι ψυχαι, ἐνθουσιῶσι περι TO EV μεν κατα 
Their Own Summits and Their Unities and are Divine Souls especially in Virtue of This 
τας EALDTOV AKPOTNTAG καὶ τας EVOTHTAG καὶ εἰσι θειαι ψυχαι TO μάλιστα EVEKA ταῦτης 
Energy , whereas on the other hand , according to Their Intellectual Powers They are Dependent 


τῆς ἔἐνεργειας, δὃδε κατα τας νοερας δυνάμεις ECNPTNVTAL 
upon Intellect and Dance about It , but according to Their Noetic Power they recollect themselves 
TOD VOD καὶ MEPLYOPELODLOLV ADVTOV , δὲ KATA τας VONTIKAG γιγνώσκουσι EADTAG 


and Their Own Essence , which exists in a Pure way , and evolve the Reason-sources within 


καὶ τὴν EALT@V OLOLAV OLOAV ἀχραντῶς καὶ AVEALTTODLOL τοὺς AOYOUG 
themselves , whereas according to their powers of opinion they comprehend and sets aright 


εαῦτων, O€ κατα τας δοξαστικας προειληφασι καὶ κατευθυνοῦσι 
in a binding way all sensible natures . And on the one hand , all these other forms of knowledge 
δεοντῶς TATAVTA αἰσθητα. Kar LEV πασαι αἵ AAAGL γνώσεις 


of theirs , are affirmative (for they know Reality as it is , but this is characteristic of affirmation) , 


αὐτῶν εἰσι καταφατικαῖι (YAP γινώσκουσι TO OVTG ὡς EOTL , SE τοῦτο EOTL LSLOV KATAHAGEWS) , 
but The Divinely Inspired Energy about The One, Is , in these Beings a Negative Knowledge ; 


δὲ τη EVOEQOTIKN EVEPYELA MEPL TO EV EOTLEV ταῦταις TO ATOMATLKOV TNS γνώσεως 
for they do not know that which The One Is , but that which The One Is-Not , by Virtue of Its 


γὰρ OD YLVWOKOLOLV OTL TO EV ἔστι, αλλ οτι ἔστι οὐκ κατὰ TO 
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Superiority to The Being ; but The Intellection of what something is not , is a negation . If then, 

KPELTTOV TOD EOTIV: dE 1 VONOIC TOD O Tl ἔστι οὐκ EOTLV αποφασις. Et τοινὺν 
both Divine Souls and The Much-Celebrated Intellect Itself Know The One through negation , 
καὶ αιἵθειαι ψυχαι καὶ ο πλουύμνητος νοὺς ALTOG γινώσκει TO EV δι’ ATOPAGEDG , 
why should we condemn our soul for impotence , when it eagerly-strives to express its 
TL χρὴ καταγινώσκειν τῆς ἡμξετερας WOYNS ASVVALLAV σπουδαζουσης ἐνδεικνυσθαι αὐτοῦ 
uncircumscribed nature in a negative way ? For he says , that nothing pertaining to the first is 

TO ANEPLANTTOV ANOPATIK@G 3; YAP φησιν οὐδεν Tov πρώτου εστι 

such as we are accustomed to know. In this way, as he himself has stated in the Letters (3126), 
τοιοῦτον OLOV διώθαμεν γινώσκειν. OLTM@G, ὡς αὐὑτος ElpnKe ὃν ἔπιστολαις  , 
this is the cause of all evils for the soul ; the seeking after the characteristics of The First and 
τοῦτο ἔστι TO αἴτιον παντῶν κακῶν TY ψυχή , TO ζητειν τὴν LOLOTHTA TOD πρώου καὶ 
by turning to reasoning in the attempt to know That , whereas one must awaken The One in us , 


ENITPETELV λογισμω τὴν γνῶσιν EKELVOD , δεον QVEYELPELV TO EV EV ἡμῖν, 
in order that somehow , if it is Lawful to say , we may become able , according to our order , 
wa TOG , διθεμις εἰπεῖν , γενώμεθα δύνατοι κατα τὴν ἡμξτεραν TAELV , 


to know Like by like ; for just as we know the objects of opinion by opinion , and as we know 


γνῶναι TO OLOLOV TH OLOLW : YAP ὡς γινώσκομεν Ta δοξαστα S0EN , KAL ὡς 
the objects of understanding by understanding , and as we know The Objects of Intellect by The 


τὰ διανοητα SLAVOLa «καὶ MG TO VONTOV TO 
Intuitive Intellection in us , so also , it is by the One in us that we know The One . But this is 
τῷ VOEPHM EV μῖν, OLTM και TO EVI to ev. δεῖουτο 
the same as saying that it is by Not-Being that we know The One , but this in turn is the same as 
ταῦτον τῷ μή οντι toev, δὲ τοῦτο ταῦτον 
saying that it is by negation that we know The One. For Not-Being is a negation , although not 
τῷ TY ἀποφάσει TOEV: YAPTOUNOV αποφασις, AAA’ οὐχ 
in the sense of that which absolutely does not exist in any way at all . For that is not-Being and , 


OLTWS ὡς TO μηδαμῶς OV . γὰρ Exetvo μη ον Kar 
in addition to not-Being , is nothing , for which reason it is devoid of all Substantiality and is also 
προς TH UN OVTL EOTL οὐδεν διο αποπεπτῶκεν πάσης ὑποστάσεως και 
deprived of The One Itself. At any rate , it is described as , “not-even One”, because besides 
QONPNLEVOV τοὺ EVOG αὑτοῦ : γοῦν λεγεται οὐδὲ Ev ὡς προς 
everything else , this is also entirely without participation of Being , which non-participation , 


πασι τοις ἀλλοις, τοῦτο καὶ παντελῶς ἀμξτοχον ον TO μὴ HETEXOV 
is entirely without Substance/Essence ; for Unity/Oneness is the last to leave the business of life ; 


εστιν ανυποστατον ᾿: Yap εσχατον απολξιπει TA πραγματα: 
for prior to It , Being leaves , and prior to Being , Life , and prior to this , Intellection ; for which 
1082 yap προ ALTOL TO OV, καὶ TPO τοὺ OVTOG TO CNV , καὶ TPO TOVTOD TO νοεῖν : ODEV 
reason that which has no intellectual capacity is still able to live and be (oyster) , and that which 
τι μη νοοῦν SvVATOV CNV καὶ ειναι , και 
is not alive can still exist (corpse) , and that which has no Being somehow subsists as One (Source) ; 


un Cov Elva . καὶ μη ον TOG υπαρχξιν EV : 
but that which does not even subsist as one , must necessarily falls-short of everything in regards 


δὲ το unde ὑπάρχον EV AVAYKOLOV EKTENTOKEVAL παντῶν προς 
to everything else , and this is that which absolutely does not exist in any way at all. But in tum , 


τοις AAAOIS , καὶ τοῦτο EOTL TO μηδαμῶς ον . δὲ αὖ 
The One that is Prior to Being , is indeed Not-Being , yet nevertheless It is not , nothing ; for 


To ὃν προ TOL OVTOG εστιν μὲν LN OV, καὶ μέντοι ου οὐδεν : yap 
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since It Is One , it is impossible to say that It is nothing .Therefore let us say It is Not-Being , and 
OV EV, αδύνατον λεγειῖιν ALTO οὐδεν. οῦν φῶμεν αὐτο My ον και 
let us conceive That which is like It in us (for there is in us a certain seed of that Non-being) , 
VO@LEV τῷ OMOLW EV ἡμῖν (YAP και EV ἡμῖν EVIL TL σπερμα TOD EKELVOD μη OVTOG) , 
and so let us call It , Not-Being , as Transcending All Beings , not only Being , that we may not 
KOL OLTMS AEYWLEV AVTO TO μὴ OV ECNPNLEVOV τῶν OVTM@V [LOVOV OV , un 
be carried away unawares into indefiniteness , and direct ourselves through imagination , but not 
ὑπενεχθεντες λαθῶμεν προς AOPLOTOV , καὶ προβαλλῶμεν OAVTAOTIKMG , αλλ᾽ οὐκ 
through Divine Inspiration ; for this will not only separate us from the One , but also from True 


EVOEQOTIKMS : YAP τοῦτο OD HOVOV ATOOTIGEL ἡμας TOL EVOG , CAAA καὶ της OVTWS 
Knowledge . Therefore , on the one hand , from this it is clear , in what way negations are proper 


γνώσεως. οῦν μεν εκ TODTOD ONAOV, οπὸς Al αποφασεις OLKELAL 
to The One , and in what manner All is denied of It , and that all knowledge of The One 
προς TO EV, καὶ τινα τροπον TAVTA ATOPAGKETAL απ’ ALTOV, καὶ OTL πᾶσα γνῶσις TOL EVOG 
is through negation . 
EOTL OL’ ATOOAGEDG . 

But in turn , on the other hand , the seventh of these that we must investigate , 


1083 Παλιν δὲ εβδομον ENLTOLTOIG ἡμῖν OKETTEOV, 
is whether all that exists is denied of The One, or if not all , and if not all , why is there this 


ELTE MAVTA τὰ OVTA ATOPAGKETAL TOL EVOG , ELTE μη παντα, καὶ EL μη MAVTA , τις 
randomness of selection , and why is this so to the extent that it is , and what is the goal/purpose 


αποκληρῶσις καὶ τι τουτῶν δια μεχρι EOTL καὶ τι προς βλεπῶν 
of the discourse . But perhaps , one should first of all list everything that is denied of The One 


0 λογος. δεισῶς YPN Πρῶτον απολογησασθαι παντα TA ATOPAGKOMEVA TOL EVOG 
in the first hypothesis . Hence , these are in the order in which they are arranged , as follows : 


δπι τῆς πρώτης ὑποθεσεῶς : SE ταῦτα EOTL KATA TO EENG KATATETAYLEVOL OLTWOL 


that It is not Many , 


OTL Ob TOAAG , 
that It is neither Whole nor Part , 
OTL οὔτε OAOV οὔτε HEPOG , 


that It has neither beginning nor middle nor end , 


OTL EYOV οὔτε ἀρχὴν OVTE μεσον OUTE TEAEDTHV , 
that It has no limit , 


OTL EXEL οὐδεν TEPAC , 
that It is without shape , 


OTL ἀασχηματιστον, 
that It is neither in another [nor in itself , 


OTL EOTLV OVTE EV AAAW [οὔτε EV EALTO , 
that It is neither at rest] nor in motion , 


OTL OLTE EOTNKEV] οὔτε KIVELTAL , 
that It neither the same nor other , 


OTL EOTLV OVTE ταῦτον OTE ETEPOV , 
that It is neither like nor unlike , 


OTL οὔτε OHOLOV OLTE AVOLLOLOV , 
that It is neither equal nor greater nor less , 


OTL οὔτε LOOV OTE μειζον οὔτε EAATTOV , 
that It is neither older nor younger , 


OTL ODTE πρεσβύτερον οὐτὲ VEMTEPOV , 
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that since It does not in any way participate of time , 


OTL οὐδαμῇ μετεχξι χρονοῦ 
then It in no way participates of generation , 
un LETEXYOV γξενεσεος, 
that It does not participate of existence , 
OTL ουδὲ UETEXEL TOD ELVAL, 
that It is neither nameable nor expressible , 


OTL EOTLV οὔτε OVOLAGTOV ODTE PTTOV , 
that It is neither opinable nor knowable . 


OTL ἔστι Οὔτε δοξαστον OUTE δπιστήῆτον. 


These then on the one hand , are those that are denied , as each is put in a concise way . 
ταῦτα ODV μεν Ta ATOPACKOLEVA , ὡς ἕκαστον ELMELV σύντομος: 
But on the other hand , for which reason we must take up our search through these only ; and if 
δε ἣν OUTLAY παρειλήπται ζητουμεν δι᾽ ταῦτα μονα: καὶ EL 
they do not represent all beings whatsoever , show how they are not all , and for what reason , 
un τὰ TAVTOA OVTA OTWMGOLV πῶς ob παντὰ Kat δι᾽ NV AITLAV 
it is also worth our while to know , without a doubt . For this also gave a great of trouble already 
καὶ αξιον ἡμὰς ENLOTHOAL δήπου : YAP τοῦτο καὶ TAPEGYEV πολλὴν αποριαν Non 
to our predecessors. And on the one hand, I do not neglect all those , who have said that 
τοῖς ἡμῶν προ. Και μὲν TOAPAAEITM παντα τοις AAAOIG , οσοι ειρηκασιν 
what is being denied of The One, are the two classes of quantity , and the discrete and the 
αποφασκεσθαι τοῦ EVOG TA δυο ELON TOD TOGOD , TE το διῶρισμενον καὶ TO 
continuous , for according to both the Pythagoreans and Plato there are not only the two classes 
ovvexes, yap Kata τξτοὺς Πυθογορειους και Πλατῶνα οὔτε μονὰ dvo ειδη 
of quantity , since he proclaims in various places (Philebus 556) that the classes of knowledge 
TOD ποσοῦ, ALVTOV βοῶντα πανταχοῦ TAG επιστημας 
concerning quantity are three ; arithmetic , measurement , and weighing ; nor are all such things 
περι TO ποσον ELVAL TPELG , APLOLNTIKNV , UETPNTIKNV , OTATIKNV , οὔτε EOTLV TAVTA οσὰ 
taken up by the nature of quantity , such as shape , motion and rest. Nor those who 
TOPELANTNTAL τῆς φύσεως TOL ποσοῦ «οἷον TO σχημα ,TO κινεισθαι ,TO EOTAVAL : οὔτε OOH 
read into these hypothesis “the ten categories” (of Aristotle) ; for not only can these propositions 
1084 ανελιττοῦσιν EV τοῦυτοις τας SEK KATNYOPLAG : YAP οὐ μονον ταῦτα 
be brought under the ten categories , but there are also many other things that one could mention 
LTO τας δεκα KATNHYOPLAG, AAAM Kat TOAAG αλλα τις αἂν εἰποι 
of which Parmenides has made no mention ; or , if some people want to allege that it is The Five 
ὧν ο Tappevidys πεποιήται OLVSEMLAV UVYALNV: ἢ δι τινες θρυλλοῦυσι TO πεντε 
Genera of Being ; and on the one hand , these are denied of The One , namely , Essential-Being , 
γεν TOD OVTOG: καὶ μὲν ταῦτα απεφησε τοῦ EVOG , τὴν οὐσιαν, 
The Same , The Other , Motion and Rest , but he is not denying these alone , but also 
TO TAVTOV , TO ETEPOV , τὴν κινήσιν, τὴν OTQAOLV , OD μᾶντοι ταῦτα LOVOV , αλλα KOL 
Shape and The Whole and Time and Number and The Like and The Unlike , which 
TO σχημα καὶ TO OAOV και TO χρονον και TO APLBLOV καὶ TO OLOLOV καὶ TO AVOHLLOLOV , α 
are not The Genera of Being . But on the other hand , those who are most convincing of all, 


EOTLUN YEVN TOD OVTOG. δὲ Οσοι εἰσι πιθανωώτατοι TAVTOV , 
seek to demonstrate that all these things are present in The Monad/unit ; and since The Monad is 
εθελουσι SELKVVELV παντα ταῦτα EV TY μοναδι : καιγαρ ἡ μονας EOTL 


many things covertly , both Whole and Parts , and comprehends various shapes , and is present 
πολλὰ φρυφιὼῶς , KOLOAOV KALMEPTN , καὶ περιεκτικῆ OYNUAT@V , καὶ TAPEOTL 
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both in-itself and in-another , inasmuch as It is present to all those that follow from It , and 


καὶ EV EAVTN καὶ EV AAA Kao TAG’ τοῖς εξ. αὔὕτης, Kal 
is at Rest and in Motion , Abiding and at the same time , Proceeding , and yet in the process of Its 
EOTIKE καὶ κινεῖται, μενοῦσα και αμα προιοῦσα καὶ EV τῶ 


Self-multiplication , never departing from Itself ; and the likeness is also clear in regards to It , 
πολλαπλασιαζεσθαι εξισταμενῆ αὐτῆς, καὶ το ομοιον EOTLSNAOV En’ αὑτῆς, 
and similarly with everything else . But on the one hand , it is easy to show that these are present 


και ομοιῶς τααλλα =: AAA’ LEV ραδιον SEOKVVELV OTL ταῦτα 
in The Monad , but one must add to them that The Monad is also a representation of Intellect , 
EV TY HOVASL, προσθετεον αὕτοις OTL ἡ μονας EOTIVKOL μιμημα νου, 


so that all these things are contained long beforehand in Intellect and for this reason are denied of 
ὥστε παντα ταῦτα TPOELANATAL TOAAM TPOTEPOV EV TO V@ και δια τοῦτο ATOOACKETAL 
The One , because It is Above Intellect and all Intellectual Essential-being .And since Parmenides 
TOD EVOG, OTL ἔστι ὑπερ VOLV και πάσαν τὴν voEpav οὐσιαν. Και yap o Παρμεξνιδης 
saw this , he also gives That the names of Sphere and Whole and Same and Other , in his poem 
θεώμενος ταῦτα και επιτιθεται EKEL και σφαιραν καὶ ολον καὶ ταῦτον και ἕτερον EV τοῖς ETEOL 
about Real Being ; for he describes It , at the same time as , “resembling the mass of a sphere , 
περι TOD οντῶς OVTOG : YAP EMOVOLACEL ALTO ALA ἐναλίγκιον ογκὼ σφαιρης, 
equally-balanced in every way from the middle”(Parm F 8), and Whole-limbed and Unperturbed , 
LOOTALAES TOVTN μξεσσοθεν . καὶ οὔλομελες καὶ ATPELEG 
so that all these characteristics are on the one hand , primarily present in Intellect , but on the 
ὥστε παντὰ ταῦτα ἔστιν LEV TPOTOG EV τῶνω, 
other hand , secondarily and iconically in both The Monad and in all that is sensible , and in this 
δὲ δευτερῶς καὶ ELKOVIKMG EV τὲ τή μοναδι καὶ παντι τῶ αἰσθητῷ, EV TOOT 
latter in a physical way , but in The Former , Mathematically ; for Intellect is , on the one hand , 
μεν φυσικῶς , δὲ εν δκεινή μαθηματικῶς : γὰρ ο νοὺς και μεν 
The Intelligible Sphere , whereas on the other hand , The Monad is a Dianoetic Sphere , but This 
ἡ νοητὴ σφαιρα, δε ῃ μονας διανοητῆ , δεοῦτος 
Very Kosmos is a Sensible Sphere Bearing within Itself Images of The Eternal Gods . Therefore , 
O KOOLOG aro0ntn , dEP@V EV EALTM ELKOVAG TOV ALdL@V θεῶν. ODV 
on the one hand , in this way those who introduce The Monad possess the perfect demonstration , 
μεν Ovt® οιπαρεῖισαγοντες τὴν HOvada ξξουσι TO TEAELOV , 
if they go-on from It to Intellect ; and should they deny these affirmations of The One as being 
1085 ει μεταβαινοιεν απ’ ALTNS EML TOV VODV και ATOPACKOLEV ταῦτα τοῦ EVOG ὡς OVTOG 
Above Intellect , for there is nothing great nor noble , if The One is Superior to The Monad - 
Ὁπὲερ νοῦν : YAP οὐδὲν μέγα καὶ OEHVOV , EL TO EV ὑπερξχοι τῆς μοναδος, 
which is even more Superior than Intellect - but it would be remarkable if The Monad Itself 
nS και DTMEPTEPOG O νοὺς ,αλλ᾽ δι αὐτοῦ 
were Superior to Intellect and The Full-Complement of The Intellectual Realm . But certainly , 
Ell] KPELTTOV TOD VOD και TOV πληρωματῶν TOD VOD : μην 
not even these people state the reason through which only these characteristics are chosen , but 
Ov οὐδε οὔτοι AEYOUGL τὴν AITLAV 6V NV μονον ταῦτα παρειλῆπται, SE 
neither more nor less than those laid down . For these characteristics are not the only ones proper 
οὐδαμῶς TAELM ἡ EAATTH TOLTOV TOV KELLEVOV : YAP ταῦτα EOTLV οὐδ μονον 
to The Monad , but one might discover many others as well ; for It is both Odd and Even , and 


τῇ wmovad.,aAAa av EVPOLG TOAAG ETEPA KOL: YAP καὶ περιττὴ καὶ APTLA , καὶ 
contains each of The Species subordinate to these . Therefore , they have no clear explanation , 
EXELEKQAOTOV τῶν ELOWV LTO ταῦτα. οῦν οὐδεν σαῴφες λεγουσι 
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as to why only these out of all are chosen . Therefore , only our own master (Syrianos) out of 
Διὰ TL μονα ταῦτα EK παντῶν . ovv, Μονος ἡμξτερος ο καθηγεμῶν Ek 
all the commentators , of which we know , perfectly accords with Plato himself in the knowledge 
παντῶν , OV NHEIG LOLEV, συγχορεῦσας τῷ Πλατῶνι αὐτῶ EV τῇ γνῶσει 
of Divine concerns , has seen on the one hand , that all The Characteristics which he affirms , in 
TOV θειῶν , κατεῖδεν μεν οτι παντα OOM KATAPAOKEL EV 
order , throughout the second hypothesis , These he denies of The One (in the first) , as it has 
TOAYEL δια τῆς SELTEPAG DTODEGEWS , ταῦτα ATOPAOKEL TOD EVOG : ως 
been stated often , but on the other hand , each of These , is a symbol of Some Divine Order 
ELPNTAL πολλακις, δε EKQAOTOV TOLTM@V EOTLV σύμβολον τινος θειας 
There , namely Many , Whole , Shape , In-Itself and In-Another , and each of The Others , 
EKEL, TO TOAAG, TO OAOV , TO σχημα,, TO EV αὑτῷ καὶ EV AAA , EKAOTOV τῶν 
in Order ; for all do not become manifest in the same way in every order of being , but on the one 
E6NG : YAP TAVTA οὐ αναφαινεται OHOLM@G EV TAGN TAEEL TOL OVTOG, AAA μὲν 
hand , multiplicity appears in one , while on the other hand , some other characteristic of The 
τοπλήῆθος aAAayov , δὲ τις αλλη ιδιοτηῆς τῶν 
Divine appears in another . For as we have learned in the Sophist (2454), first of all is The One 
θειῶν αλλαχοὺ. γαρῶς μεμαθηκαμεν ev Σοφιστη , πρώτιστον μεν το EV 
Being , then second is The Whole , then third is The All , and as shown in the Phaedrus (247c) , 
ον dsdevtepov τοολον, SETPITOV TOTAV,KaL ὡς Ev Φαιδρω 
following after The Intelligible Gods , first of all there is , The Colorless and Shapeless and 
μετὰ τοὺς νοητοὺς θεοὺς = TPMTLIOTH μὲν ἡ AYPOLOATOS καὶ ἀσχηματιστος και 
Intangible Essence , but second comes color , then third shape , and similarly in the case of the 
avadns ovo1a, δὲ δεύτερον TO χρῶμα, δὲ τριτον TO OYNHA, καὶ ομοιῶς ENL τῶν 
other characteristics , and in other Orders of Being other characteristics become manifest . If 
1086 αλλωὼν , Καὶ EV QAAN ταξει TOD OVTOG GAA@V πραγματῶν γινεται εκφανσις. Εἰ 
then , on the one hand , all these characteristics serve to reveal the scope of The One Being , in 
τοινῦν μὲν παντα ταῦτα δηλοι τοπλατος TOD EVOG OVTOG , 
Order and with nothing left out , then on the other hand , if The One wishes to be Beyond 
εξης και απαραλήηπτος : δὲ ει TO EV BODAETAL ὑπερειναι ETEKELVA 
All The Real-Beings , then it is reasonable that only These should be denied of The One. But 
παντῶν τῶν OVTOV , ELKOTOG HOVOV ταῦτα αν αποφασκεξι TOD EVOG: δε 
in what way each of these characteristics is distributed in The Divine Orders , we shall know 
OTM@G εκαστα TOLTOV διηρηται ταῖς θειαις ταξεσιν, γνώσομεθα 
more-accurately in the second hypothesis . Thus on the one hand , what those characteristics are , 
AKpIPEOTEPOV ETL της δευτερας UTOBEDEMS . ODV HEV Twa TO EOTL 
that are denied of The One , and that they are necessarily only so many (for such is 
ANOPACKOMEVA τοὺ EVOG καὶ OTL QVAYKALWG LOVOV τοσαῦτα (YAP τοσαῦται εἰσι 
the number of Orders of Real Beings) , from these considerations is clear. But on the other 
διηριθμημεναι ταξεις TOV OVT@V) , ATO TOUTOV δηλον: δε 
hand , so much is now also clear , that all these have been taken from the characteristic of Being . 
τοσοῦτον νῦν καὶ ONAOV OTL MAVTA ElANATOAL απὸ της διοτῆτος TOD OVTOG , 
and not from that of Life or of Knowledge ; for wishing and striving and all suchlike activities 
και οὐκ ATO τῆς CONS ἡ TNS γνώσεως : yap το βουλεσθαι και ορεγεσθαι καὶ παν O TL τοιοῦτον 
are characteristic of living beings , while Intellecting or being Rational or perceiving are proper 


ιδια τῶν ζώντων, δὲ τονοξεῖν ἢ διανοεισθαι ἡ αἰσθανεσθαι 
to knowing beings ; for these characteristics are common to all beings whatsoever. Therefore , 
TOV YV@OTIKOV : YAP ταῦτα κοινὰ τῶν οπωσουνοντῶν. ODV 
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all the those characteristics mentioned belong to all both ensouled and soulless existents , as being 
Tlavta τὰ ElpNHEVA ὕυπαρχξι πασιν καὶ ἐμψυχοις καὶ αψυχοις , OG AV 
consequents of mere existence , and reasonably so ; for the hypothesis was , “If there is One , then 
παρακολουθηματα TOL ELVAL, καὶ εικοτῶς : γὰρ ἡ ὕποθεσις NV, δἰ EOTIV EV 
what follows . All such existents are denied of The One, in order that he may end , by denying 
τι EMETAL. Τοσαῦτα  ANOPAGKWEL TOD EVOG , Wa τελεύταιον aTodNON 
the very proposition that The One exists , by saying , “If then One exists , then This One does not 
καὶ ALTO TOEV ἔστιν, EIMMV , ELAPA EVEOTL,  TOLTOTOEV οὐκ 
exist , since It is Superior even to existence ; for It is not in any way receptive of the consequent 
EOTLV, ὡς OV KPELTTOV TOD ἔστιν : YAP EOTL OvLdEVOG SEKTIKOV TOV 
characteristics of existence , and it is likely that these are the only characteristics that pertain to 
παρακολουθούντων TH EOTL, καὶ EOLKE ταῦτα ELVAL HOVOV τὰ DMAPYOVTA τοις 
beings insofar as they do exist , the very ones which are affirmed by the Second Hypothesis , but 
ovo ἢ OV ἔστιν, οσα μεν καταφασκβι TN δεύτερα τὑποθεσις, δὲ 
are denied by the First , and we will not find the characteristics that are common to All The Real 
1087 ἀποφασκει πρώτη. καὶ οὐκ εὑροιμδν κοινα ἀπαντῶν τῶν 
Beings , except these , and of these , The Higher are More-Whole , whereas the Lower are more- 
OVTOV πλὴν TOLTOV, καὶ τουτῶν TA HEV AVOTEPH OAIK@TEPA , SE TA KATMTEPH μερικο-- 
partial ; and when he eliminates The Higher Ones , he eliminates them in order , according to the 
—TEPA. καὶ SIO = AVEAMV τὰ AV@TEP@ avaipseL τὰ ξξης κατὰ τὴν 
hypothesis . Accordingly then , he has uncovered in a wonderful way what are Those Beings that 
υποθεσιν. apa eCEvps Θαυμαστῶς τινα EOTL τὰ 
follow Being , insofar as It is Being ; and on the one hand, he has affirmed these things in the 
ENOMEVA τῶ OVTL ἢ ον, και μεν κατεφησε ταῦτα EVTH 
second hypothesis , but on the other hand , he has denied them in the first hypothesis , wishing 
δεύτερα : δὲ OMEONOE EV TY TPOTH βουλομεδνος 
to show that The One is Beyond The Real Beings , by showing that It is Beyond the common 
δειξαι TOEV EMEKELVA τῶν οντῶν, ὅὄδειξας ALTO ENEKELVA τῶν κοινῶν 
characteristics belonging to all beings , but these are all those that are denied of The One 
ὑπάρχον πασι τοῖς OLOLV : δὲ ταῦτα EOTL TAVTA TA ἀποφασκομξνα TOL EVOG 
according to the first hypothesis , so that , if It is non-receptive of these , It is also non-receptive 
κατὰ τὴν πρώτην ὑποθεσιν , ὥστε, ELEOCTL GASEKTOV TOLTOV, και 
of Being Itself . But if anyone thinks that this hypothesis is drawing impossible conclusions , then 
TOD EOTLV αὐτου. δὲ Εἰ τις OLETAL ταῦτην τὴν ὑποθεσιν ODVAYELV αδυνατα και 
let them recall what is written in the Sophist (2454), in which the Elean Guest , in testing the 
αναμεμνήησθω TOV YEYPALLEVOV EV Σοφιστη EV OIG 0 Edgeatys , βασανιζῶν tov 
doctrine of Parmenides about Being and showing that it cannot be One , and especially 
Aoyov tov Παρμενιδοὺ περι TOL οντος και δεικνὺς ὡς οὐ SLVATOL ELVAL EV , καὶ μαλιστα 
according to Parmenides himself , who says that Being is The Whole , clearly concluding : “For 
κατ᾽ QUTOV AEYOVTO ον TO ολὸοὸν σαφῶς ETNYAYE , Yap 
The Truly One should surely be Partless ”. Then because of this , the criticism of Parmenides 
TO ὡς ἀληθῶς EV SEL ποὺ αμερες. δια τουτῶν ενεκαλξιτο Παρμεξνιδης 
is indeed undeserved : for he surely referred to The Truly One , which also implies partlessness , 
Mnde ματὴν YAP EKELVOG ποὺ ειπε TOWGAANOESEV, ὥστε και OMEPEG , 
which in turn implies not having parts ; so that if all this that has been shown in order is granted , 
ὥστε OD ἔχον HEPN : WOTE TAVTA TOLTW τα δειχθεντὰα εξης 
then all of the conclusions of the first hypothesis must follow , as being in every way True , and 
παντα TA συμπεράσματα τῆς πρώτης ὑποθεσεῶς EMETAL: WOTE πασα αληθης Kat 
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alone harmonizing with The Truly One ; but This is The Cause of All The Real Beings . And 
LOV® εφαρμοζουσα TO ὡς ἀληθῶς EVI, SE τοῦτο EOTL TO αἴτιον παντῶν TOV OVTOV . Kat 
the negations do not lead us to that which in no way is , but rather to The One Itself : That which 
Al ATOPAGELG οὐκ AYOLOLV ἡμας εἰς TO μηδαμῶς [ον]. AAA’ εἰς TO EV ADTO TO ὡς 
is Truly One ; for it is also absurd to admit that Real Being exists (and what I say of Being , also 
αληθῶς EV: YAP καὶ ATOTOV TO LEV ὡς ἀληθῶς OV ELval (καὶ TL AEYM TOOV, και 
implies That which is Truly Equal , and The Beautiful , and each of The Ideas) , while That which 
αλλα TO ὡς ἀληθῶς ισον, καὶ καλον καὶ EKAOTOV TOV ELOMV) , δὲ το 
is Truly One , through which all Beings are preserved and exist ; should exist nowhere at all , 
ὡς ἀληθῶς Ev δι’ ο παντα τὰ OVTA GMCETAL και EOTLV ELVAL μηδαμοῦ τῶν παντῶν 
except solely in name . But then if It exists , it is clear that It is not Many ; for It would not be 
αλλ’ LOVOV ονομα. de Eu εστι, SNAOV ὡς EOTLOD TOAAG: γὰρ οὐ NV 
Truly One, if It were Filled-full with anything at all ; for The Many are not-One ; then if It is not 
ὡς ἀληθῶς EV TOD AVATETANGUEVOV UNSEVOG : γὰρ τὰ πολλὰ ovYEV: SEELEOTIUN 
Many , then in turn the whole first hypothesis is valid/follows , if one accepts this conclusion , 
1088 moAAG, παλιν ἡ πασα πρώτη ὑποθεσις EMETAL , λήηφθεντος τούτου, 
and one should not criticize it as stating impossibilities . This then , on the one hand , should have 
καὶ δει OD KATNYOPELV αὐτῆς ὡς AEyovONSs advvata . Τοῦτο ovv LEV δε-- 
been shown through these considerations . 
πδεικται δια τουτῶν : 

But on the other hand , the eighth subject that one must consider in turn , 

δε ογδοον σκεπτεον [Παλιν 
is that concerning the order of the negations . For if he begins from Above and from Those that 
EKELVO περι TNS TAEEWS TOV ἀαποφασεῶν,, ELTE APYOVTAL AVOVEV καὶ ATO τῶν 
are Primary , how does he first disposes of plurality , then finally of existence , and The One Itself 
TPOTOV , πῶς πρῶτον AVALPEL TA MOAAG , SE τελευταῖον TO ELVAL καὶ τὸ EV ALTO 

(and since The One appears to us to be More Noble than Multiplicity , then surely Being is also 


(Karde TOEV SOKEL ἡμῖν ειναι σεμνοτερον TOD πληθους, δὴ TOOV Ka 
The Most Honorable among Beings) , or if he is beginning from the lowest characteristics , why 
σεμνοτατον EV τοῖς ODOL): E1TE απο τῶν τελευταιῶν, πῶς 


he takes up Likeness and Unlikeness after The Genera of Being , both Equality and Inequality , 
παραλαμβανειῖι OLOLOV καὶ ἀνομοιον μετα TO γενῆ TOD OVTOG , καὶ 1OOV καὶ AVIOOV , 
Greater and Less ; for These are inferior to The Genera of Being . Therefore , it is better 

καὶ HELCOV και EAQOOOV: YAP ταῦτα ELOL KATASEEDTEPHA τῶν γενῶν TOL OVTOG. ovv Αμεῖινον 
to say that he begins both from Above and proceeds through his negations as far as the lowest . 
AEVELV ὡς APYETAL TE AVMVEV καὶι TPOELOL δια TOV ATOOAGEWV HEYPL TOV TEAELTALOV. 
For in this way also in the Phaedrus (247c) , denying of The Summit of The Intellectual Order , 


yop Ovt® Katev Φαιδρω αποφασκῶν τῆς ἀκροτατῆς τῶν νοερῶν ταξξῶν 
Those that follow in order from It and proceed from It , he begins the procedure from Above , 
TOG ECs αὐτὴ καὶ προδλθουσας AN’ ALTNS TEMTOMTAL THVapolv avadvev, 


by first declaring It to be Colorless and next Shapeless and in the third place Untouchable ; for 


πρῶτον ELTOV ALTNV AXPOLATOV και EENS ACYNHATLOTOV καὶ TPITOV Avadavy : γὰρ 
That was also Ruling over Three Intellectual Triads ; The Connective , which he arranges under 


EKELVY] NV και βασιλεύουσα τριῶν νοερῶν TPLAS@V , τῆς ODVOYIKNS ἣν TOATTEL KATA 
Color , in the second place The Perfective , which he arranges under shape , and The Intellectual , 


TO χρῶμα, SETEPAS τῆς τελεσιουργικῆης NV TAPEAAUBAVE KATA TO σχημα, τῆς VOEPACG 
which he has revealed symbolically to us by means of the sense of touch , as has been mentioned 


ἣν ανξεδεικνῦτο συμβολικῶς ἡμῖν δια τῆς αφης, καθαπερ LTOLEUVYTAL 
ΠῚ 
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by us in the commentary on the Palinode (the recanting , the second speech in the Phaedrus) , and These 


ἡμῖν εἰς TOV πεπραγματευμενῶν τὴν TAALVMOLAY , και αὐται 
Triads have been allotted This Order , which is also That of the negations . 


αι τριαδες EAAYOV TALTHV TAELV , NV και αι αποφασεις. 


Colorless 
THESNMMIT 





INTEWUECTUAL rhe Ena ‘the Midale PEREECTINE 
Touch Shape 
Therefore , in like manner , here also , the negations begin from Above and Proceed together with 
οῦν OvTHS EV τούτοις καὶ αι ἀποφάσεις ἄρχονται ἀανῶθεν και συμπροξρχονται 
The Order of The Divine Kosmic Arrangements , of all of which , The One is The Providential 
TH TAEEL TOV DELOWV διακοσμῶν, απαντῶν ὧν TO EV γεννητικον 


Source . Then let us not be surprised , that he negates The One Itself and existence at the end . For 


δὲ μη θαυμασῶμεν, Onws αφειλξ TO EV AUTO και το ELVOAL ἐπι TEAEL. γὰρ 
if we follow through the whole order of the argument , this will also be perfectly clear to us ; 


Eav παρακολουθησῶμεν Ty OAN TAEEL TOL AOYOD , τοῦτο καὶ EOTAL γνωριμώτατον NEL : 
and since I believe it is also immediately clear that , on the one hand , in the case of affirmative 


KaLyap omar Kat αὕτοθεν δηλον ὡς, LEV ETL TOV καταφατικῶν 
conclusions , one should begin from Those that are Most Allied/Akin to each other and show 


1089 συμπεράσματῶν, det ἀρχεσθαι απο τῶν μαλιστα συγγενῶν και δεικνυναι 
through these , the less allied conclusions which follow from the hypothesis ; whereas on the 


δια τουτῶν τὰ ττον συγγενη ETOMEVO τὴ ὑποθεσει: δὲ 

other hand , in the case of negations , one should begin from the most alien , and through these 
ETL TOV ἀαποφασεῶν, απο TOV μαλιστα QAAOTPLOV , καὶ δια τουτῶν 

demonstrate that the less alien do not follow from the hypothesis ; for we said , that those who 


OELKVOVAL TO ττον GAAOTPLA μὴ EMOMEVA TH ὑποθεσει: γαρεφαμδεν, τοὺς 
employ this method should begin from those that are most familiar . So then , because of this 
χρώμενους TAVTY TH μεθοδὼ δει ἀρχεσθαι ATO TOV γνωριμωτατῶν.. TOLVDV ALA ταῦτα 
he first denies the Many of The One , which having been first denied , there follows all the rest in 


LEV πρῶτον αποφασκει TA πολλα TOD EVOG , OIG πρώτοις αποφανθεισι ENETAL παντα TA 
order such as he denies between the Many and the One . Then, last of all , Its Very Self , The One 


EENG OOK αποφασκεται μεταξὺ TOV πολλῶν καὶ τοὺ EVOG : dE EOYATOV ALTO TO EV 
which Is , by position on the one hand , is most akin to It , but on the other hand , is participated 


0 €OTL, θεσει μεν ODYYEVEOTATOV αὐτῶ, δε μεταδεχξται 
by Essential-Being , and because of this , is a certain One , but not simply , One. Therefore , 
LTO  ODOLAG καὶ διατοῦτο EOTIV τι ,QAX’ OLY ATAMS EV. οῦν 

it is necessary , since the conclusions are negative , that on the one hand , the beginning of all 


Εδει συμπερασματῶν OVTOV ATOOATIKOV , μεν apynv πασης 
the hypotheses be That which is not-Many , whereas , the end be That which is not-One . 


τῆς ὑυποθεσεὼῶς ELVAL TO OL TMOAAG, OE τελος το οὐχεν. 
Since these matters have been distinguished by us , the ninth subject that 


ds  Tovtav διωρισμενῶν ἡμῖν, EVVOTOV 
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we must examine is what it is that is first being denied . It is not the case then , that he himself 
θεωρησῶμεν τι τοπρῶτον αποφασκομξνον. Οὐκοῦν QUVTOG 
says that The One is not-Many ; accordingly then , it is The Many that is first denied of The One . 
φησιν OTL τοεν Ov TOAAG: apa TA NOAA πρῶτον αποφασκει TOL EVOG. 
Where then , are These Many , and what is The Multiplicity which The One is not ? Surely then , 
Ποὺ οὖν ταῦτα πολλὰ καὶ τι το πλῆθος O TOEVEOTLEN; én 
there are some , who say that it is The Many on every level that he is denying of The One , since 
Eto τινες, οι φασι τα πολλὰ πανταχοῦ ALTOV αφαῖρειν TOD ενος, διοτι 
The One Transcends all multiplicity both Intelligible and sensible ; therefore , The One is not any 
TO EV ὑπερέχει παντος πλήθους TE νοητοῦ και αἰσθητοῦ : οὔν TO EV ELVAL οὐκ οὐδὲν 
Multiplicity , neither Intelligible nor sensible . But these should also recollect that in the second 
πληθοὺῦὺς οὔτε vontov οὐτξ αἰσθητον. AAA’ αὐτοὺς καὶ μεμνησθαῖι OTL EV TH SELTEPA 
hypothesis , The Many are asserted/affirmed of The One . Therefore , what sort/kind of sensible 


υὑποθεσει TA πολλα καταφασκεται > ΟΌν ποιον αἰσθητον 

multiplicity , are we to see in that hypothesis? For everything there , is being said of The Truly 
TANVOG θεώρουμδν δεν EKELVN : γὰρ παντὰα λεγεται ETL τῶν οντῶς 

Real Beings , because The One there is also equated to Being . But others , still more august 
OVT@V , OLOTL TOEV EKEL καὶ παρισουταιτοον. dE AAAOL ETL σεμνοτεροι 

than these , prefer to say that he denied The Intellectual Multiplicity of The One ; for surely then , 

TOLTOV AELOLVOLV ALTOV ATOPAGKELV TO νοερον πληθος τοῦ δνος: yap dn 

on the one hand , The Primal One is without multiplicity , whereas on the other hand , Intellect is 

μεν TO πρῶτον EV ειναι anmAnOvvtov δε τον νοῦν 


One/Many , but The Soul is One and Many , by being in need of binding agents because of Its 
1090 ev moAAa , de THY ψυχὴν EV και TOAAG, δεδηθεισαν τῶν συνδεσμὼῶν δια TOV 
Divisible Nature , while the body is Many and One , by being divisible and characterized by 
μερισμον, δὲ τοσῶμα MOAAMKALEV, WG LEPLOTOV χαρακτηριζομξνον 
multiplicity , whereas matter is Many alone . Therefore , this Many removes The Intellectual 
TO TANVEL, SE τὴν LVANV πολλὰ μονον: οὖν τοῦτο TO TOAAG AMAIPEL TO VOEPOV 
Multiplicity from The First Cause , in order that it may be One Alone and Above Intellect . Thus , 
πλῆθος TNS TPOTNS αἴτιας, Ww n EV μονον καὶ ὑπερ νοῦν. ODV 
we should ask these people what it is they mean here by Intellect. For if they mean, on the one 
EPOTNHOOLEV αὑτοὺς οὗτοι Ti AgEyovolv NOTE TOV νοῦν. yap Et μεν 
hand , Intellect proper , which is secondary to The Intelligible , then it is not only The One that is 
TOV νοῦν κυριῶς OG EOTLV δεῦτερος TOL νοητοῦ, OD LOVOV TO δὲν ἔστι 
Beyond The Intellectual Multiplicity , but it is also The Intelligible , inasmuch as It is Superior 
EMEKELVA TOD VOEPOD πλήθους, αλλακαι TOVONTOV , ATE LTAPXOV KPEITTOV 
to Intellect . But on the other hand , if they call All The Intelligible , Intellect (as it was the case 
TOD VOD: δὲ El προσαγορευουσιν παν το VOTNTOV νοῦν, 
with the followers of Plotinus . T.Taylor) then , they are ignorant of the difference that exists within 
αγνοουσι τὴν διαφορᾶν τὴν εν 
The Divine Realms and according to The Measured Procession of generation from Real Beings . 
τοις θειοῖς καὶ κατὰ τῆν μξτρον προιουσαν ἀπογεννησιν TV OVTOV . 
Now then , Others , even more Divinely-Inspired than these , dismissing sensible multiplicity and 
TOWDV =AAAOL καὶ EVOEQOTIKMTEPOL TOVTOV , AVAGYOLEVOL TO ALGONTH TO TANVEL και 
not even caring to admit The Intellectual Multitude , declare that much Prior to The Intellectual 


UNSE YOUPELV ELMOVTEG τῷ νοερῷ . φασι πολλῷ TPO τῶν νοερῶν 
Numbers there are The Intelligible Monads , from which , Every Intellectual Multitude is 
αριθμὼῶν Elval τας νοῆτας μοναδας, ad’ ὧν παν το νοερον πληθος 
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Unfolded into Light according to Its Many Orders . Therefore , it is That Multitude , which is 


avebavy κατὰ πολλας ταξεις: οὖν δκξινο TO πλῆθος 
removed from The One which is Intelligible , inasmuch as It subsists Proximately after The One , 


αφαιρεισθαι TOL EVOG, O ἔστι VONTOV, ατε ον προσέχες LETH TO EV, 

but which The Intellectual is not. Since this is by no means wonderful , if The One Transcends 
αλλ’ TO VOEPOV OD: GAA’ τοῦτο οὐ θαύῦύμαστον,8εὶ TOEV ξξἕξηρηται 

Intellectual Multitude , Above which The Intelligible Monads are also arranged. Therefore , on 


TOD VOEPOD πληθους, OD AL VONTOAL HOVASES καὶ ὑπερηπλῶνται. ODLV 
the one hand , this doctrine being Divine recurs to certain More Simple Causal Sources ; but on 
LIEV 0 AOYOG Θειος αναδραμῶὼν TIVaG απλουστερας αἰἴτιας : 
the other hand , one must also bear in mind that among The Intelligibles , there are Many Orders , 
δὲ δει καὶ EVVOELV OTL δν τοις VONTOIC εἰσι πολλαι TAEELG , 
and , that Three Triads are celebrated in Them by the theologists , which we shall clearly reveal 
και, ὡς AL TPELG τριαδες ὑμνηται EV EKELVOIG παρα τοις θεολογοις ας σαφῶς αποδειξομεν 
as they are exemplified in the second hypothesis ; thus there are among The Intelligible-&-Intellectual 
ECEVIVEYLEVAG ENL τῆς δευτερας ὑποθεσεῶς : BE ELOL EV τοῖς VONTOIS καὶ VOEPOIG 

an analogous number of Triads to these . If then, this is the case , it is obvious that This Many 
AVAALOYOL τοσαῦται τριαδες EkELVaIG «Εἰ δὲ TAVO’ εχει ODTMS , SNAOV OTL ταῦτα TA πολλα 
must be assumed to be The Primal and Intelligible Multitude , for This Many , inasmuch as They 


1091 ὑυποθετεον ἡ KATA TO πρῶτον καὶ VONTOV πληθος : γὰρ ταῦτα TA TOAAG, καθο 
are Many , Alone Subsist from The One , from which Many , The Triadic also proceeds from 


TOAAG , μονον DOEGTHKEV ATO τοῦ EVOG, ad’ ὧν TO τριαδικον και TPOELOL 
Above , as far as to those that are last , whether in The Intellectual , in The Super-Kosmic , and in 


ανῶθεν [Expt TOV EOYATOV , δν VOEPOIG , EV υὕὑπερκοσμῖοις, EV 
the sensible realms , and everything whatsoever that is allotted an existence , participates of This 


αἰσθητοις . καὶ πᾶν το οπῶώσουν HETAAAYYAVOV τοὺ ειναι HETELANYEV ταῦτης 
Triad ; as One of The Gods says : 


της τριαδος : τις θεῶν φησι, 


For The Paternal Intellect Declared 
yap πατρος VOUG SUE 
that all should be cut into three , 


ATAVTA τεμνεσθαι Εἰς τρια 
to which He nodded His willing assent , 


Ov κατενεῦσε to OsAew, 
and straightaway all were so divided . 
και δὴ παντ᾽ ETETUNTO. 
Chaldean Oracles 22 


This then , is The Primal Multiplicity , The Intelligible , which stands forth manifest 
Τοῦτο ovv εἐστι πρῶτον πληθος το VONTOV εκφανθεν 
from The One , which he would seem to deny first of The One. And some, ascending as far as 
απο TOL EVOG , O AV SOEELEV ἀποφασκειν πρῶτον TOD EVOG : καὶ τινες ἀαναδραμοντες HEX PL 
This Order , have been directly led to see Its Summit as The Same with The One . Either then , 
ταῦτης TNS TAEEMS NSN NYAYOV εἰς ALTNS TO AKPOTATOV ταῦτον TPOG To Ev. H ovv 
The Many which are now being denied of The One are to be placed , for these reasons , in The 


TO πολλα νῦν αποφασκομξνα TOD EVOG θετεον δια ταῦτα κατα TO 
Intelligible Multitude , or in The Primary Multitude in The Intellectual-and-at-the-same-time- 
vontov πλῆθος, ἡ κατα TO πρώτιστον πληθος EV τοῖς VOEPOIC και αμὰ 
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Intelligible Being ; for The Many Unities , are not among The Intelligible Gods , but are rather , 
VONTOIG OV : YAP τας πολλας δναδας ELVAL οὐκ EV τοις νοήτοις θξεοις, αλλ’ 
among those directly after Them . Since there is One Unity to Each Intelligible Triad (ET 21&125) , 
EV τοις εὐθὺς HET’ EKELVOUG. yap δστι Mia Evacg καθ εκαστὴν νοητὴν τριαδα 
surely then , The Multitude of Unities is first seen in The First Order of The Intelligible-and- 
én πληθος EVAS@V πρῶτον KATHOHON KATA τὴν πρώτην TAELV TOV νοητῶν KAL 
Intellectual , as this will also be clear in the second hypothesis from what we will demonstrate . 
VOEPOV , ὡς τοῦτο Ka εσται SNAOV EV TH SELTEPA ὑποθεσει EK TOV SELYONOOLEVOY . 
Hence , we must now take it that Plato removes The One from All The Multitude of Unities 
ovv Nov ληπτεον ὡς ο Πλατῶν sGaipet το EV παντος MAVTOS TOV πληθοὺς TOV EVAS@V 
since It is Their Generative and Substantive Cause , and he does this by taking from our common 
ὡς αὐτοῦ YEVVITIKOV καὶ LTOOTATIKOV , καὶ TOLEL τοῦτο KATA προλαβὼν ἡμῶν κοινας 
notions , that The One is not Many. Therefore , he begins his negations from This Order , 
τας EVVOLAG ὡς TO EVOL πολλα. ODV APYETAL TOV ἀαποφαάσεῶν ATO TALTIG TNS TAEEWG , 
in which The Primal Multitude of Unities has appeared from The First Unity ; but where The 
EV ἢ TO TP@TOV TANVOG TOV EVAdOV AVEbAVY ATO τῆς πρώτης EvadoG: δὲ ποῦ TO 
Primal Multitude of Unities are , as we have said , will be made clear by the second hypothesis . 
πρῶτον πληθος TOV EVad@V ,@GEMOUEV, ToOIMosldnAov πη devtepa ὑποθεσις. 
The argument will show , at any rate , that It is in The First Order of The Intelligible-and-Intell- 
o λογος Δειξει γοῦν αὐτοονὲν πρῶτοις τῶν νοητῶν και νοε- 
-ectual Gods , but not in those that are solely celebrated as Intelligible ; but if there is multiplicity 
—pov θεῶν, AAA’ OLDYL τῶν LOVWG VDUVOLLEVOV νοητῶν, δεξει εστι πληθος 
among Them also , it is there in another mode , and not in such a way that The One should also be 
EV EKELVOIG καὶ αλλον TPOTOV , καὶ οὐχ ὥστε το EV καὶ ειναι 
Many , but in such a way that The Many should be One ; for on the one hand, it is clear that the 
1092 moAAG , AA? MOTE ταπολλὰ Elval EV: yap LEV SNAOVOTL TO 
contradictory of that The One is not Many is that The One is Many , but on the other hand , the 
αντικειται TOEV οὐ πολλα TO εν ειναιπολλα. δὲ 
contradictory of that The One Being is Many is that The One Being is not Many , so that , on the 
TO TO EVOV πολλὰ TO EV OV. OVTOAAQ ὥστε, 
one hand , if he said that The One Being was not Many , we would assume This Many to be of 
LEV ει ELE TO EV OV ov πολλα, av sOEUEV ταῦτα TA TOAAG ELVAL 
The Intelligible Many . But on the other hand , since indeed he said that The One was not These 
TOV νοητῶν πολλῶν: δὲ ἐπειδή εἰπὲν TO εν οὐ ταῦτα 
Many , we will situate That Many , wherever it is first shown that The One is Many , and not 
πολλὰ, θησομδν EKEL οποὺ TOT’ αν ξιναι πρῶτον δειχθη το EV TOAAG , καὶ οὐχι 
The One Being. But This will be shown to be after The Intelligible Orders , as we said , and 
TO EV OV. δετοῦτο δΔειχθήσεται μετα τας νοητας TAEEIC , ὡς NLEIS φαμεν, καὶ 
among the celebrated Intelligible-and-Intellectual Kosmic-Order of The Gods , when , on the one 
EV τοις ὑμνουμξνοις VONTOIG καὶ νοεροῖς SIAKOGLOIg τῶν θεῶν, οταν LIEV 
hand , the argument shows The One , and on the other hand , The Being , being Pluralized 
Ο Aoyog δειξῆ TO ὃν δε TO ον πληθύνομενον 
separately , but last of all , it will remove The Intelligible Multitude Itself from The One , joining 
χῶρις SE TEAELTALOV αφαϊρησει TO VONTOV πλῆθος ALTO τοὺ EVOG, συναπτῶν 
the end to the beginning , within which , he demonstrates that The One is not The One Being , as 


τελος apyn ss, EV οἷς QMOSELKVUGLV OTL TO EV OLDTE TO EV OV, ὡς 
we will learn through those demonstrations (1416). 
γνώσομεθα δι’ EKELVOV 

π᾿ 
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So much then , on the one hand , concerning these matters ; but on the other hand , 
Kat tavta. , μεν περι τουτῶν : δὲ 
we must examine the remaining text itself , that we may also take this up to the contemplation of 
ETLOKETTEOV τὴν λοιπὸν AEELV AVTNV, 1VA καὶ ταῦτην ELAVAYAY@LEV ETL τὴν DEMpLav 
those subjects . Therefore , the first thing to be said about that statement , that The One is not 
TOV πραγματῶν. οὖν πρῶτον ρήτεον Εκεινο OTL το ὃν ElVOL μη 
Many , requires neither proof nor persuasion , since it is grasped by our common (innate) and 
TOAAG NELWGEV οὐδε ATOSELEEMS οὐδὲ παραμυθιας, AAAG ελαβεν KATA τὴν κοινὴν και 
undistorted notions themselves ; for in our contemplations about The Primary Source we should 
αδιαστροφον EVVOLAV αὑτὴν : YAP EV ταῖς θεώριαις MEPL TOL πρώτου 
especially awaken our own innate common sources , since everything indeed is naturally and 
μαλιστα OVEVELPAL TAG κοινας QITLAG , EMELON] TAVTA ααὔὕτοφυος και 
without any preparation related to That Source , both those that energize according to Intellect 
OVETUTNSOELTOG TETAKTOLELG EKELVO καὶ OO EVEPYEL κατὰ νοῦν 
and those that energize only according to nature . And generally , the beginning of every proof 
και οσὰα μονον κατα φυσιν: καὶ ολῶς ἀρχὴν ἀπασης αποδειξεως 
must be that which is indemonstrable , and common notions must come before demonstrations , 
ειναι το αναποδεικτον καὶ τας κοινας EVVOLAS προηγξεισθαι τῶν αποδειξεῶν, 
as the geometers also assert . But then , nothing is more-familiar and more-clear to us than the 
ὥσπερ YEOUETPAL καὶ φασι: δὲ ODOEV EOTLV γνωριμώτερον καὶ GAPEDTEPOV ἡμῖν TOD 
notion that The One is not Many , from which source he grasped this as not requiring preparation 
OTL TO ὃν οὐ πολλα, οθεν παρελαβεν τοῦτο ov δεηθεις κατασκεῦης 
nor further argument . Thus , on the one hand , it is grasped from the common intuitive notion 
οὐδε TAELOVOG AOYOU . οὖν LEV Ειλῆήπται ano τῆς κοινῆς δννοιας 
that The One is not Many ; but on the other hand , if one must also require some persuasion for 
OTL TO EV οὐ TOAAQ: δε ει YPN καὶ αξιῶσαι τινος παραμυθιας 
this itself , we say that in every case Each Entity which is Primally One Transcends those that are 
αὐτο, AEYOLEV OTL MAVTAXYOL ἕκαστον TO TPO@TWS EV ξεξηρηται TOV 
as it were , its opposite , and Is Purely what It Is ; surely then , just as The Primally Beautiful , 
1093 οιον αντικειμενῶν καὶ EOTLV καθαρῶς οπερ EOTLV : ON ὥσπερ TO πρῶτος TO KAAOV 
is not in any way not Beautiful , and just as Real-Being is also not in any way not existent , so 
EOTL οὐδαμῶς μηκαλον, καὶ τοοντῶςον και οὔχι μη ον, ὥστε 
also , That which is Primally One is also not in any way Many . Thus , This One is One Alone , 
και TO πρῶτῶς EV και οὐχι πολλα : APA τοῦτο TO EV ἔστι EV μονον 
but not in any way also Multiple .For surely if Some Multiplicity also exists in It , then It will be 
δὲ οὐχι καὶ πλῆθος. yap on Et τι πλῆθος καὶ εστιν εν αὐτῶ, EoTaL 
something being Unified , and not One , Absolutely ; but Prior to That which is Unified (Being) 
TV@LEVOV KOLODY EV απλῶς : SE TPO TOD NV@LEVOD 
there is The Unifying Agent (The One) , surely then just as Prior to That which is given form (Soul) 
EOTLV TO EVODV 5 δὴ ὥσπερ προ TOD ειδοποιουμξνοῦ 
there is also That which gives form (Intellect). Accordingly then , there is also something beyond 
καὶ TO διδοποιοὺν ; apa EOTLV και τι επεκεινὰ 
The One which is first , which is impossible . And if in turn That One were to have multiplicity , 
TOD EVOG OVTOG πρώτου, οπερ AdLVATOV . Kat εαν παλιν EKELVO Exn| TANVOG , 
we would have to seek for another prior to It , and then either we will proceed to infinity , or 
ζητήσομεν ETEPOV προαῦτου, καὶι Ἢ χωρησομεν En’ ATELPOV, ἢ 
discover that which is Solely One , and declare That to be Absolutely , The Sole Causal Source . 
EDPOVTEG TO μονῶς EV φήσομεν EKELVO ELVAL TAVT@G μονον αἴτιον 


Td 


54 


But The Unified Multiplicity is akin to The First Cause , but it is not The First Cause . So then , 
δὲ To ηἡνῶώμενον πλῆθος EOTLV OLYYEVES TH APYN, AAA’ οὐκ apyn > Opa 
The One , is not Many , but The Cause of The Many ; for It is not Many in this way ; so that 
TOEV οὐκπολλα, αλλ’ αἴτιον TOV πολλῶν : γὰρ οὐ πολλα οὔὐτῶώ , ὥστε 
by being The Generating Source of The Many it is not Many . Thus on the one hand , so much 
YEVVYTUCOV TOV πολλῶν EVOL μη πολλα. AAAM μὲν ταῦτα 
concerning the negation , as it has been said , that was grasped by common intuitive notion . 


περι τῆς ATOOAGEMS ὡς ξειρηται ληφθεισης κατα τὴν κοινὴν δννοιαν: 
But on the other hand , we must in turn investigate this question ; what sort of One , Parmenides 


δὲ παλιν ζητήτεβον τοῦτο ALTO ποιὸν ὃν οΠαρμενιδης 
is assuming when he says , if One exists .For if on the one hand , It is his own One , the statement 
λαμβανει λεγῶν , 8ι EV εστιν.γαρ Εἰ μὲν TO εαύτουξδν, το 
then , that The One would not be Many, is false ; for The One Being is Many . But if it is The 

TO EV AV οὐκ ElN MOAAG , ψεῦδος : YAP TO EV OV EOTPLV πολλα. δὲ EL το 

Primal , Unparticipated One , then the conclusion is true . So then , This is not The Parmenidean 
πρῶτος TO αμεθεκτον EV μὲν TO EMOLEVOV αληθες, μεντοι τοῦτο εστι οὐ TO Παρμενιδειον 
One , for That was The One Being . And since this has indeed been said before , let us now also 


EV: γὰρ EKELVO NV TO EV OV. καὶ ὡς H ειρῆται TPOTEPOV , HEVTOL νὺν καὶ 
recall that when he announced that he would hypothesize his own One , and having done this , 


DTMOUVYOTEOV OTL δπαγγειλάμενος ὑποθεσθαι TO EADTOD EV, καὶ ὑυποθεμενος τοῦτο 
by saying “if It exists” (for the term “exists” is properly said of this) , by only making use of the 
TO λέγειν ELEOTL (YAP TO ἔστιν κύυριῶς EXLTOLTOD ), HOVN ἀαποξρῶμξνος TH 
intuitive notion of The One , thereafter he rises-up from This to The One Itself , which is neither 
EVVOLO TOD EVOG AOLTOV AVATPEXEL ATO TOLTOD προς αὐτο TO EV ALTO, O ἔστι NTE 
Many nor any of the Others ; for taking The One Being as The Whole , at one time he strains his 


TOAAG UNTE μηδὲν TOV AAA@V : yap λαβὼν TO EV OV OAOV , HEV MOTE ETEPELOWV τὴν 
mind towards The One , using the term “is” only insofar as its appearance is receptive to making 


OLAVOLAV τῷ EVL, χρῶμδνος τῷ EOTL μονὴν KATA φαντασιαν τὴν SEKTIKNV TOLNOH 
any statement , in order to discover The Cause Prior to One Being Itself , while at another time , 


λογον, WQ δυρισκει τὴν αἴἰτιαν προ EVOG οντος αὐτου, δὲ ποτε 
by applying both aspects in a similar way , he unfolds The Whole Multitude of Divine Ousia 


1094 exiPparrAwv αμφοτεροις ὡσαύτως ECEAITTEL TO παν πληθος της θειας ουὐσιας 
from Above as far as the lowest level of existence , but at another time , the term is , clearly 


ανῶθεν μεχρι τῆς τελευταιας ? δε ποτε τῷ μὲν εστιν 
takes the lead , since it is the subject matter , but at another time , employing the term One so as 
TPONYOLLEVO ὡς MPOOKELMEVOG , δὲ χρῶμδνος TH EVI Wa 
not to deprive Being of The One and reveal It as nothing , he thus brings forth to Light , The 


μη OTEPNOUG OV TOVEVOG αποφηνῃ μῆηδεν, EKOAVEL τὴν 
Subsistence which follows in relation to The Divine Ousia . For on the one hand, it is possible 


υποστασιν eETOLEVT|V προς τηνθειαν ovolav . yap μεν SLVATOV 
for The One not to partake of existence , but on the other hand , it is impossible for existence not 


To εν UN METEXELV TOD Elval, δὲ αδύνατον το ElVOL μη 
to partake of The One. Since on the one hand it is also possible for That which is Not Being 


HETEYELV TOD EVOG : yap LEV καὶ δυνατον το un ον 
to Subsist ; for The One is of Such a Nature , for that which is not even one, is entirely at a loss 


DTEPEYXELV , YAP TO EV τοιοῦτον : γὰρ TO unde ev OUNXAVOV 
to exist in any way , being completely deprived of The One . Therefore , from The One Being 


ElVOL πῶς TOVTN δστερήμενον TOD EVOG. ovv Αποτοὺ EVOG OVTOG 
Td 
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either the path leads Upwards or towards Itself or downwards ; thus , on The Upward Path Itself , 
Ἢ 1 οδος ETL TOAV® ἢ EN’ AVTO ἡ ETL TO KATWTEPH : δὲ KATH τὴν ETL TO AVM OSOV ALTO 
having Transcended All Being , That which is Truly One is revealed , and for which reason 


ekBeBrKOG παντος TOD OVTOG ὡς ἀληθῶς EV AVAdAIVETAL και οθεν 
in the last place he also denies of It , the proposition that The One Is , since not even this is 
τελευταῖον καὶ αφειλὲν αὐτου TO EV EOTIV ὡς οὐδὲ τοῦτο 
proper/applicable to The One . 

προσῆκον τῷ ἔνι. 


So much then , on this inquiry . But the beginning of the first hypothesis 


Τοσαῦτα καὶ προς TALTHV THY ζητησιν : δὲ ἡ ELOBOAN τῆς πρώτης LTOVEDEWS 
makes clear the impulse of the speaker , with all his impetus towards the subject and 


ETOUOE EVAPYN τὴν OPHNV TOL λέγοντος σὺν πάσῃ TH TAGEL προς TO TPOOKELLEVOV και 
by his turning of the listener towards it. For this expression “come now” is energetic of the soul 
ETLOTPEPOVTOG TOV AKPOATHV εις AVTO. γὰρ TOLTO TO δἰξν EOTL EVEPYNTIKOV τῆς ψυχης 
and by leading it upwards ; not allowing us to go to sleep , as it were , in relation to the inquiry 
και αναγῶγον , οὐκ εῶν ἡμᾶς καθεύδειν OlOV προς τὴν θεώριαν 
about to be undergone , nor to approach it when filled with sluggishness , all but relates 


ρηθησομξνην οὐδε TEAGCELV ADT OVTOG AVAaTAEWS νώθροτητος, μονονοῦχι AEYOV 
that which is said by The Gods , that in a according way 


To ρῆθεν περι τῶν θεῶν, ὡς apa 


“the sluggish/heavy mortal , 
v@Opoc Bpotoc 
who tends to this realm 
εξων ες TAO’ 
is the release of The Divine Element .” 


ἐστι Ελλυσις θεου. 
Chaldean Oracles 141 


For it is necessary , if we intend to approach The One by means of these negative 
yap Δει εἰ LEAAOLEV TPOOYMPNOAL TOL EVOG ταῦταις ταῖς ATOOATUKAIC 
Intellections and to liberate ourselves from our accustomed ways of thinking , we must set-aside 
νοήσεσι καὶ ECAVAGTH VAL αὐτοὺς τῶν OLKELOV NOWV : αφελειν 
the variety of life and strip-off our multifarious concerns , in order to render the soul 
τὴν ποικιλιαν THs Cans και ἀποδύσασθαι τας πολλας φροντιδας, ποιησασθαι τὴν WOYNV 
Alone , Itself-by-Itself , and in this way open-up The Soul Itself to The Divine and to the 
μονὴν αὐτὴν KAB’ADLTHV , OVTO ἀαναπλῶσαι αὐτὴν προς TO θειον καὶ προς τὴν 
reception of Divinely-Inspired Power , in order that having first denied the multiplicity within us , 
ὑποδοχήν τῆς ἐενθεαστικῆς δυναμξεῶς, IVA TPOTEPOV ATObATIKMS TOL πληθους EV ἡμῖν 
by looking into ourselves , we may thus ascend to the undifferentiated intuition of The One . 
1095 ζητησαντες ALTOL, OVTMS ἀαναδραμῶμεν ETL τὴν ἀπλήθυντον EVVOLAV τοὺ EVOG. 
But on the one hand , this is clear ; but on the other hand , one might look into why he does not 
AAAa μὲν τοῦτο δηλον: δ᾽ τις αν ζητήσειε τι μη 
show , just as in the case of the other opposing pairs , the removal from That which is Truly One , 
δεικνὺς, καθαπερ ETL TOV CAAMV TO αντικειμενα αφαῖιρει TOL ὡς ἀληθῶς ενος, 
such as that which is not the same , and that which is not other , that which is not at rest , and 


OlOV οτι οὐταῦτον, OTL οὐχξτερον, OTL οὐὔχέξστος, 
that which is not in motion , in the same way that he showed that which is not many , and that 
OTL OD KLVODHEVOV , OLTOOL επιδεικνυσιν OTL ODNOAAM KOI OTL 
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which is not One , but only took-on so much : that it is not Many , yet still went on after this 
οὐχ δεν , AAAG μονον προσελαβον τοσοῦτον OTL OL TOAAM, καὶ ETL μετα τούτου 
to demonstrate that it is not One , in order that It might be shown to be Pure from opposing pairs 
απεδειξεν OTL οὐχ EV ,  1VO EKELVO δεικνυηται καθαρεῦον TOV αντικειμενῶν 
in every possible way , neither being able to be both (for both , would not be The One) , nor to be 
πανταχοῦ , WNT’ SOVALEVOV Elval AVOOTEPA (YAP TO AUMOTEPOV OD OV TO EV) , UNTE 
at odds with the other ; for then it would need a prior One which would make it and the other , 
μαάχομξνον θατερῶ: δεηται προοντος EVOG ποιήσοντος AVTO καὶ κακξινο 
one. Therefore , on the one hand , we may logically say , that he had to preserve the hypothesis 
εν. οῦν LEV λογικῶς Asyousv οτι εδει φυλαττειν τὴν ὑποθεσιν 
from which the argument begins ; but on the other hand , this hypothesis is , if The One exists , 
ad’ ns ο λογος προεισιν: δὲ 1] ὑποτήξεσις EOTL δι εν ἔστι, 
thus it follows from this that one should conclude that It is not Many (for the intuitive notion 
δε ἀκολουθον ταῦτη εστιν επαγειν TO EOTLV οὐ πολλα (yap ῃ δννοια 
of The One rejects The Many) , then it does not follow that It is not One , even if It is Other than 
TOD EVOG AVALVETAL TO πληθος ) , SE οὐκ AKOAOVBDOV TO εστι OLY EV, καὶ ξει ἐστι αλλο 
The One which stands opposed to The Multitude ; and if it is possible to remove This One from 
TO EV αντικειμενον τῷ πλήθει : καὶ δι δῦνατον αφαιῖρεν τοῦτο [TO EV] 
That which is Truly One , which is also what he will do at the end (for he will deny that It is One 
TOD ὡς ἀληθῶς EVOG , ο KOL TOUOEL TEAEDTALOV (YAP ATOONOEL TO EOTLEV 
along with denying that The One is (141c) , but it was not possible to use it as an assumption 
μετα τοῦδν ἐστι )}), SE ἣν οὐκ δῦύνατον αὐτῷ προσλαβεῖν 
in the same way as he used the assumption that It is not Many , since the argument had to proceed 
καθαπερ το ειναι μη TOAAG, διοτι το λογον 8δει TPOLEVAL 
in every case from indisputable premises , and not from those which required argumentation . 
παντῶς ATO αναμφισβητήητῶν ομολογηματῶν, καὶ οὐκ ATO SEOMEV@V TOD AOYOD : 
For this One , was also an exhortation made to those who proposed to enter upon this exercise . 
γὰρ τοῦτο EV NV και παραγγεμα συντεινοντῶν εις ταῦτην τὴν γυμνασιαν. 
Therefore , on the one hand, as I said, one may answer logically in this way . But on the other 
OvV LEV ,oTepednv, ρήῆτεον Aoyikas ovtwot: og 
hand , when looking to The Omnipotent Resources , we may say that , That One which stands 
βλεπουσιν εἰς τὰ πραγματαὰ οτι EKELVO TO EV ὦ αντι- 
-opposed to The Many is involved in every way with Multiplicity , just as The Same is with 
πκειται τὰ πολλὰ σύνεστι παντῶς τῷ πληθει , καθαπερ TO TALTOV 
The Other , and it is not one that is exempt from Multiplicity , just as there is no multiplicity 
T@ ETEPW, καὶ οὐκ EV EOTIV αἀπλήθυντον , και οὐδὲ τοπλήηθος 
without Unity . For That One is inherent in multiplicity , and because of which , The Many 
QVED EV@OEMG: YAP TO EV ἔστι EV THO πλήθει, διο το πληθος 
experience The One . Therefore , Parmenides has also denied The Many of That One at the same 
πεπονθος TOEV. ovv οπΠαρμενιδης anednve TA πολλα KAKELVO TOD EvoG ALO 
time , by passing over That One as having being denied along with Many ; for if That One were 
1096 παρήηκεν TOEV ὡς συναποπεφασμδνον : YAP El EKELVO TO EV EL 
Truly One , It would not only be Not-Many , but also Many , inasmuch as It coexists with Many , 
ὡς ἀληθῶς EV, AV οὐκ HOVOV EL] οὐ TOAAA, GAA καὶ TOAAA ὡς συνυπαρχον τοις TOAAOIG , 
and on the one hand , It is not Many In-Itself , but on the other hand , It is Many by coincidence , 


και LEV ov πολλα καθ’ αὐτο, δὲ πολλα κατὰ συμβεβηκος, 
and there would not in any way be that which is simply Not-Many , but only that which is 
και tv οὐδαμοῦ Pan TO αλπῶς οὐ TOAAM, AAAM μονον το 

rt 
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in ἃ way , Not-Many , and that although in every case indeed , our intuitive notions demand that 
πὴ οὐὔπολλα, καιτοι πανταχοῦ YE ἡμῶν τῆς EVVOLAG ATAITOLONS 
prior to that which is , in ἃ way , there should be That which is , Simply , and refuse to take 
προ του πῇ το ἀπλῶς καὶ αναιϊινομξνης 
their start from The Beings that are Solely what They are , in ἃ Certain way ; since because of this 
αἀρχξσθαι ATO TOV οντῶν μονὼς α΄ στιν πὴ : yap δια τοῦτο 
they also postulate The Ideas Prior to sensible objects , searching for The Intelligibles that Simply 
καὶ E8Eto τα ELON TPO τῶν αἰσθητῶν, Cntovoa® τὰ Vvonta τὰ ANAWGS 
are , Prior to The Real Beings that are in a Certain way and have the same names as Those have . 
προ τῶν οντῶν πη και ομωνυμῶν EKELVOIG . 
Therefore , by assuming that The One is not Many , and by taking this Not-Many as being simply 
οῦν Λαβὼν οτι TOEV οὐ πολλα, καὶ λαβὼν τοῦτο TO οὐ πολλὰ απλὼς 
Not-Many , it is reasonable that he should not be expected to also remove the One that is in ἃ way 
ov πολλα, ELKOTOG οὐκ sdenOn καὶ συναφελειν TO δεν TO OV πῇ 
Not-Many and not Simply 50. Surely then , turning from these to The Resources , we declare 
οὐ πολλα καὶ οὐχ ATAMS . δή μξταβαντες ATO τουτῶν ETL τὰ πραγματα AEYOLEV 
that This is The One , which he said in the Sophist (2458) on the one hand , to be Truly One , 
οτι τοῦτο EOT1 TO EV , OTEP ELMELV EV Σοφιστη μεν ὡς ἀληθῶς EV 
being Partless and Other from that which has One as an attribute , but in the Letters (II 3126) on 
OV ἀμερες καὶ αλλο τοῦ το εν πεπονθοτος, εν Ἐπιστιλαις 
the other hand , It is The First of All , to which one should certainly not apply the question , 
δε το πρῶτον τῶν παντῶν ὦ δει μην μηπροσαγεῖν το 
“What kind is it ?”; for everything that is qualified is not what it is simply/absolutely ; such as 
τι ποῖον > γὰρ παν το ποῖον EOTLV οὐκ ἀπλῶς , οἷον 
that which is qualified as beautiful or that which is qualified as equal ; for surely the quality being 
TO TOLOV καλον ἢ TO ποῖον loOV : γοῦν τοποῖον ον 
different makes something beautiful and equal , in a certain way , so that Quality is not to be 
διαφορὰ TOLL τι καλον και LOOV τι ὥστε το ποῖον οὐ 
applied to The One Itself in The Absolute Sense , in order that It may not become a certain kind 
προσάκτξον τῷ EVI αὑτῷ και ATAMS , wa μη γενηται TOLOVOE 
of One , instead of The One Itself . If then , The One Itself and The Primal are The Same , but 
δν αντι τουαῦτοδνος. Ετοὺν τοᾶν αὑτο καὶ πρῶτον ταῦτον, δὲ 
The Primal is God , then it is clear that The One Itself and God are The Same , and That is not 
TO TPWTOV VEOG , δηλον OTL TO QALTOEV και θεος ταῦτον, καὶ EKELVO OD 
a Certain God , but Divinity Itself . Accordingly then , those who say that The Primal is also the 
tig θεος, AAA’? αὕτοθεος : apa οσοι λεγουσι TOV πρῶτον KAL 
Demiurge or the Father , speak incorrectly ; for the Demiurge and the Father are a certain God . 
δημιοῦργον ἡ TATEPA, λεγουσιν οὐκ OPAMs : γὰρ O δημιουργος καὶ ο πατήρ τιςθεος: 
But this is clear ; for not every God is Demiurge or Father , but The Primal is Divine , Simply . 
δὲ τοῦτο SNAOV : γὰρ Ov Tac θεος ἡ δημιοῦργος ἡ πατήηρ, SE TO πρῶτον θεος ATAMS . 
and All The Gods are Divine because of That , but Some are Demiurges , through The Demiurge , 
καὶ TAVTEG θεοι θεοι δι’ εκεινο, δὲ τινες οσοι δημιούργοι δια τον δημιοῦργον, 
and some are Fathers or Paternal , through The First Demiurge . Therefore , let The One be called 
καὶ TOTEPEG ἢ πατερὰ δια τον πρῶτον δημιοῦργον. ODV to ev Λεγεσθω 
Simply God , as being The Cause of All The Gods Being Gods , but not of certain Gods , such as 
ANTAWS θεος, ὡς αἴτιον TAOLV τοὺ DEOIG Elva τοις θεοις, AAA’ οὐχι τισι θεοις, οἷον 
Demiurgic or Paternal or any other particular Type of Divinity , which is surely a Qualified 
1097 δημιούργικοις ἡ πατρικοιῖς ἡ τι ἀλλο μερικον E1d0G θεοτῆτος, ο ἔστι ON ποιον 
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Divinity, but not Simply . Surely then , for of these reasons in the Letters (312c) , he certainly 
θειον, AAA’ οὐχι ATAMS : και δη yap ταῦτα δια εν Επιστολαις μην 
did not approve of asking of The Primal , “What Kind is It?” , in order that we might not make 
οὐκ E50KIHACELV ENEPOTAV TO πρῶτον τι ποιον, wa μη ποιησῶμδν 
The Primal some particular thing instead of being That which It is Simply . For it is also valid 
TO πρῶτον τι αντι του αἀπλῶὼς. yap Kat αληθες 
to predicate the quality of animal to a particular animal , but not of Animal Simply/Absolutely ; 
TO ποιὸν ζῶον EMLTOVTIVOSC@OD KaLOD TO ONAWG 
for everything Simple is Unqualified , by being Prior to Differentiation ; being whatsoever 
yap TO παν ATAWS QMOLV , WG OV TPO dtadopas , ητις 
makes it possess a particular quality , and not absolutely . For what is animal ? The qualified 
MOL ἔχον τι καὶ οὐχ ἁπλῶς: γαρ τι ζῶον ; TO ποῖον 
animal . Therefore , through these considerations we maintain that The Primal and The One are 
ζῶον. οῦν δια τουτῶν Εχομεν οτιτο πρῶτον καὶ TO EV 
The Same . But let us add that this is also The Good in the Republic (VI 509c) , that is Beyond 
tavtov . ds Προσκεισθὼῶ οτι Toot’ ἐστι καὶ ταγαθον Ev Πολιτεια το EMEKELVOL 
Existence and Essential-Being , as it is described there , and which is Super-Essential ; for both 
TOD ELVAL και τῆς OVOTAG ρηθεν exer και ον ὈὉπεροῦυσιον :γαρ και 
The One and The Good are The 58Π|6, if at least , as it is stated in the Phaedo (99c) , The Good is 
TOEV καιτο αγαθον ταῦτον ,ξιπερ, ὡς AsyetTaL EV Φαιδωνι , ταγαθιν εστι 
That which holds everything together , but That which holds everything together is The Same as 
TO TOVTA ODLVEXOV , δὲ TO παντὰα ODLVEXYOV ταῦτον 
The One . For if it is not the same , then either it is beyond The One, or it is nothing , or it is not 
TW EVI. H εστιν EMEKELVO TOD EVOG, ἢ EOTIV οὐδεν, ἢ οὐχ 
One , but each of these alternatives is absurd . Accordingly then , The Primal is That which is 
ev, δε EKQTEPOV QTOTOV . apa To πρῶτον εστι το 
Truly One and The King of All and The Good . 
αληθῶὼς Ev και ο βασιλεὺς παντῶν Kal ταγαθον. 


Parmenides: Accordingly then , neither can any part belong to It , nor can It be a Whole . 
137c apa ovte dl μερος αὕτου OVTE LTO ξιναι OAOV. 
Aristotle: Why not then ? (τι δη ;) 
Parmenides: Is a part in some way a part of a Whole ? 
ἔστιν TO HEPOG ποῦ LEPOG OAOD. 
Aristotle: Yes . (Nat.) 
Parmenides: What then is The Whole ? Is not that which shall in no way need parts , be Whole ? 
Ti. ὃ. TO OAOV; ODvYL οὐ αν UNSEV ATTN μερος αν Ely ολον ; 
Aristotle: Entirely so. (πανὺ ye.) 
Parmenides: Accordingly then , from both these consequences , 


apa αμφοτερὼς 
The One would be composed of parts ; being a Whole and possessing parts . 
TO ὃν avEln EK μερῶν,ον OAOV TEKOL EXOV HEPN. 


Aristotle: 137d Necessarily . (avay«n.) 


The first thing negated of The One is , that The One is not Many . For The One was 


Πρώτη αποφασις τοῦ EVOG ἔστιν, OTL TO EV οὐ TOAAA: Yap nv 
Primally Generative of The Many ; and since The Primal Multiplicity Itself , Proceeds forth from 


TPOTOSG YEVVITIKOV TOV πολλῶν : καὶ YAP TO πρῶτον πλῆθος ALTO προελήηλυθε εκ 
πὶ 
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The One as The Summit of All Beings . The second negation after this , is that The One is 
TOD EVOG AKPOTATOV τῶν παντῶν. δεύτερα αἀποφασις μετὰ TALTNV , OTL TO EV EOTIV 
neither a Whole , nor does It have Parts ; for The One Gives Subsistence to This as a Second 
OLTE OAOV , OLTE EXEL HEP: YAP TO EV LOLOTHOL ταῦτην SEvTEPAV 
Order of Being after The Primal Multiplicity which he first denied of The One . And in order that 
1098 ταξιν μετὰ «= TO πρῶτον πλῆθος ο πρῶτον ATEMNOE τοὺ EVOG : KAL wa 
we may apprehend this most clearly , if we first take it up logically ; for what we mean 
καταμαθῶμεν σαφεστατα, τὴν TPWTHV μετελθῶμδν ALTO λογικῶς : γὰρ ο λέγομεν 
will be made manifest to someone who approaches the text correctly from this point of view . 


φανησεται TO LETLOVTL τοὺς λογοὺς ορθὼς ταῦτη 
Is it not the case then , that this is quite clear to everyone ; that when indeed the formal argument 
Οὐκοῦν τοῦτο EOTL καταφανες πᾶσιν ὡς OTAV ἢ 


derives the validity of the negation of the consequent , from the negation of the premises , 


συνήμμενον TLOTODLEVOV τὴν AVALPEGLV TOD EMOLEVOD EK της AVALPEDEMS τοῦ NYOVLEVOU 
then the premise is more general ? For example in the proposition , if something is not a living 
TO NYOOLEVOV EOTL KABOALKWTEPOV ; οἷόν EV TO él un ζῶον 
being then it is not a man ; but it is certainly not a living being ; therefore , it is not a man ; so 


οὐχι ανθρῶπος : αλλὰλ μὴν οὐ ζωον, οὐδὲ ἀνθρωῶπος: 
then we clearly see that the living being is more general than man . For how else , in being denied 


apa to ζῶον καθολικώτερον τοῦ ἀνθρώπου. YAP πῶς αλλὼς αναϊρεθεν 
would it also involve the denial of the other term, if it did not have a more general dynamic Ὁ 


Kau συναναιροιή Batepov , εἰ MN δχει καθολικῶώτεραν δυναμιν ; 
For even among terms which are said to be coextensive , there is a certain superiority of terms 


yap Kou δπι τῶν AEYOMEVMV εξισαζειν, EOTL τις DLMEPOXYN TOV 
that cause the negation of other terms , over those other negated terms , in this very respect 


OLVAVALPODVT@V προς τὰ συναναιρουμενα, KAT’ τοῦτο ALTO 
of initiating the negation of the other and by negating the other by-Itself , even if not in terms of 


TO ἡγεῖσθαι TNS AVALPEDEMS DATEPOD καὶ AVAIPELV KAKELVO δι’ EAVTO , καὶ EL μη KATA 
quantity , then in virtue of its potential-power . Let this then be taken as being defined , that in 
TO TOGOV, αλλα KATO δύναμιν . Τοῦτο δ᾽ ovv κεισθὼ διώρισμενον OTL EV τοις 
negative conclusions , when through the denial of the premise we negate the consequent , and 


ATOPATIKOLG συμπεραάσμασιν, OTAV δια TNS AVALPEGEMS TOD ἡγουμξνοῦ TO ETOLEVOV 
thus we draw a negative conclusion , then the premise is more-powerful ; but when through 


συναγῶμεν ATOPATLKOV συμπερασμα,, TO NYOLHEVOV EOTLV δυνατώτερον : SE OTAV δια 

the denial of the consequent we negate the premise , the consequent is more-powerful . And 

τῆς AVALPEGEMS TOL ENOMEVOD AVALPMLEV TO NYODLEVOV , TO EMOLEVOV : καὶ 

to put it simply , that which by its own negation jointly-negates its partner , whether it be premise 
ATAMS TO τή EALTOD AVALPEGEL συναναῖροῦν TO λοιπον, ELTE TNYODLEVOV 

or consequent , is of Itself More-Authoritative and More-Powerful than the other . Therefore , 


ELITE EMOMEVOV , EOTLV AVTOD KPATHTIKM@TEPOV καὶ δυνατώτερον : οῦν 
let this be one point of agreement. But the second point , similar to this , is that All Those that 


τοῦτο κεισθὼ μεν διωμολογήημξνον : SE SEVTEPOV ETEPOV τοιοῦτον παν 
are More-Comprehensive according to some Power , may reasonably be concluded , to be nearer 


TO TMEPLANTTIKWTEPOV KATH τινος τὴν SOLOVALLLV ELKOTMS ἔστιν EYYOTEPO 
to The One ; for since The One Itself , if it is Lawful to say , is The Most Comprehensive of All , 


TOD EVOG: YAP SLOTL TOEVALTO ,ξιθεμῖς ELMELV , EOTLV TEPLANTTIKMTATOV TAVTOV , 
and nothing is outside of The One , not even if you cite sterility itself and those that are 


KaLOvDdEV = EE TOD EVOG, οὐδ αν ELNOIG τὴν OTEPNOLV ALVTNHV και τὰ 
rt 
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the most-powerless of conditions , they are in some way one , even if they do not wholly subsist , 


1099 ἀαἀμενηνοτατα TOV πραγματῶν : TOG EV αλλ’ EL οὐδ’ CAMS LOEOTIKEV , 
it is also necessary that Those that are nearer to The One be More-Comprehensive than those that 
ἐστιν καὶ AVAYKN τὰ EyYLTEPW TOD EVOG ειναιῖ περιληπτικώτερα τῶν 


are more remote , by imitating The Uncircumscribed Cause and Unlimited Trancendency 
TOPPOTEPH , μιμουμενα τὴν ATEPLOPLOTOV αἰτίαν καὶ τὴν ATELPOV LTEPBOANV 
of The One . Thus also Being , since It is More-Comprehensive than Life and Intellect , is nearer 
TOD EVOG . OvTMKOLTOOV, ον περιληπτικῶώτερον CMNCG καὶ VOD, EOTIV EYYLOV 
to The One , and Life is nearer than Intellect . So then , these two axioms being laid down by us , 
TOD EVOG , καὶ ἡ CON HAAAOV ἡ O VOLS. δη TOLTAV ALO αξιώματῶν LTOKELLEV@V ἡμῖν 
let us see how Parmenides reasons that The One is neither a Whole nor has Parts , 
KATLOM@LEV OTMc ο Παρμενιδης GLAAOYICETAL OTL TO EV EOTLV OVTE OAOV OUTE EEEL HEPN , 
and let us follow his leadership . If it is a whole , he says , or has parts , then The One will be 
καὶ TAPAKOAODONOMLEV ALTO τῇ AYWYN : El EOTL OAOV , φησιν, ἡ EXEL LEP , TO EV EOTL 
Many ; but it is certainly not Many , as it has been said before ; so then It will not be a Whole , 
πολλα : αλλα EOTLV UNV οὐ TOAAG , ὡς εἰρηται προτερον, APA OLTEEOTAL OAOV, 
nor will The One have Parts. And in turn , if The One is not Many , then neither is It a Whole 
οὔτε το ὃν ξξει μερη. Και παλιν, ει τοὸὲν μηπολλα, οὔτε ἔστιν ολον 
nor does The One have Parts . Surely then , in both these lines of reasoning , the negation of 
οὔτε τον ExELLEpN. δη Εν ἀμφοτεραιῖς ταῦταις ταῖς AYWYAIG TH AVALPECEL 
Parts and Whole follows from the negation of The Many ; for we established that , that which 
TO LEPT και TO OAOV συναναῖρειται τῶν πολλῶν : YAP ἡμῖν EkELTO TO 
along with itself also negates its partner in arguments is more powerful and more comprehensive ; 
EALVTM OVVAVALPODV TO AOLTOV EV τοῖς συνημμξνοις δυνατώτερον καὶ MEPLANTTLKWTEPOV : 
but That which is More-Comprehensive is nearer to The One ; accordingly then , These Many are 
δὲ το περιληπτικῶώτερον ξεγγύτερον TOD EVOG : APA ταῦτα TO TOAAG EOTLV 
nearer to The One than The Parts and The Whole ; for the parts are also many , but the many are 
EYYUTEPW TOL EVOG ἡ TA MEPN καὶ TO OAOV: YAP τὰ μερή KaLTOAAG, SE TA TOAAG EOTL 
not in all cases , parts , so that The Many are More-comprehensive than parts . Therefore , They 
OD παντῶς μερή, MOTE TA πολλὰ TEPLANTTIKMTEPA τῶν μερῶν. ODV 
are Beyond Parts . Accordingly then ,The Many are Primary among Real-Beings , but The Whole 
ἔστι EMEKELVA TOV μερῶν. Apa τα πολλα εστι Πρῶτα EV τοῖς οὐσιν, δὲ TO ολον 
and The Parts are Secondary , and because of this The One produces The Former First , but The 
και τὰ LEP) SELTEPA, καὶ διὰ τοῦτο TOEVTAPAYEL τὰ μενπρῶτα, τὰ 
Latter Second , through The Many ; for The Primary Beings in proceeding from Their Causes 
de δεύτερα δια τῶν πολλῶν YAP TA πρῶτα προιοντα 
always produce together with Their Causes Those that are next in order . Therefore , if indeed 
QEL OVUNMAPAYEL τοις EAVTHV αἴτιοις TO εξης ες Οὐν Eurep 
the negations generate the affirmations , it is clear that the first negation generates Those that are 
αι ἀποφάσεις γεννῶσι TAG καταφασεις, SNAOV ὡς ἢ πρῶτῇ μεν γεννα τα 
First , while the second generates Those that ἃ16 second. Therefore , The Many has to be 
πρῶτα, dE ἡ OELTEPA τα δεύτερα: [oov τα πολλα] Ἔεχοντος 
more-general than The Whole and Parts ; for what if the Many were Unlimited , while that which 
κοινοτερον TOD OAOD καὶ HEPN: YAP τι El TA πολλα EIN ἀπειρα, TOD 
has parts in all cases would be composed of a Limited number of parts ? So that if on the one 
ἔχοντος HEPN] TAVTMS OVTOG εκ TETMEPACUEVMV ; WOT’ EL μὲν 
hand , something has parts , then it will be in need of the Many , but on the other hand, if it is a 
τι EXEL HEPN δειται τῶν πολλῶν, δε δι τι 
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multiplicity , then it is not necessarily a Whole. And on the one hand , observe the geometrical 
πλῆθος, EOTIVOLK εξ ἀαναγκῆς ολον. Kat μὲν Opa τὴν γεομξτρικὴν 
order , in the way that The One is not Many has been taken as an axiom and as a common 
1100 ταξιν οπὼῶς ott TOEV οὐ TOAAG EIANTTAL ὡς αξιῶμα και κοινή 
intuitive notion , whereas on the other hand , that The One is neither a Whole nor has Parts 
ἔννοια, δὲ οτι ἔστιν OLTE ολον οὔτε EXEL μερη 
has been set-up by means of that common intuitive notion ; and again that The One has neither 
κατασκευαζεται δι᾽ EKELVNG τῆς κοινῆς EVVOLOS : καὶ παλιν OTL EXEL οὔτε 
beginning nor end , is set-up by the conclusion Prior to this one , and thus always in succession 
OAPYNV οὔτε τελευτὴν, SLA TOD TPO αὕτου και αξι eons 
according to the truly Golden Chain of Real-Beings (ET 21-30) , from which everything is derived 
κατα τὴν οντῶς YPLONV σειραν τῶν οντῶν ed’ ὧν πᾶαντὰ μὲν εκ 
from The One , then some Immediately , but others through one Intermediary , and others through 
τοῦ EVOG ,QAAQ τὰ μὲν ἀμέσως, τα dE δια μιᾶς μεσοτητος, δε δια 
two , and yet others through more than two , but simply all from The One . Therefore in this way , 
δυοιν, ta dE δια πλειονῶν, δεαπλῶὼς παντα εκ τοῦ EVOG. ODV Ovtw 
on the one hand , These Many are logically shown to be Ordered Prior to the Whole and Parts . 
HEV ταῦτα τὰ TOAAG λογικῶς ATOSELKVLTAL TETAYLEVOA TPO TOL OAOD καὶ τῶν μερῶν: 
But on the other hand , if you also wish , to see this in a manner more adapted to The Resources 
δε ει καὶ θελοις, opa TPQYUATELMSEDTEPOV 
we may say that The Many , inasmuch as it is Many , have a Single Cause ; The One . For every 
Ta TOAAA, καθο TOAAQ, χει μιαν αἰἴτιαν TOEV: YAP παν 
multiplicity springs from no other Source than The One , seeing that even The Multitude of Real 
πλῆθος ἔστιν εκ οὺ ἀλλάχοθὲν ἢ TOU EVOG, δπει και το πλῆθος τῶν 
Beings , insofar as They are Intelligible Beings , They are derived from Being , while insofar as 
OVT@V καθοσον μὲν EOTLV VOTNTOV . ἔστι εκ τοῦοντος, δὲ καθοσον 
They are a Multitude of Beings , They Subsist from The One . For if Multiplicity sprang from 
πληθος . Ὀυφεστῆκεν εκ τοῦ EVOG. yap Et το πληθος εκ 
any other Cause besides The One , necessarily that Cause would be in turn either One ,or nothing, 
τινος AAANSG QITLAG MAPA TO EV αναγκαῖον EKELVNV αν NV ειναι TAAL ἡ EV , 1 οὐδεν, 
or Not-One ;but if on the one hand , it were nothing , it would not be possible for it to be a Cause; 
YN OLY EV: AAA’ ει LEV ἣν ovdev , αν οὐδ’ Hv δύνατον ALTNV ELVAL αἰἴτιαν : 
but on the other hand , if it were Not-One in turn , by being Not-One , it would in no way differ 
δὲ El OLY EVTAAIV, OLVGAV οὐχ EV μηδεν διαφερειν 
from The Many , since The Cause must differ in every way from Those that are derived from It . 
TOV TOAAOV , τῆς aitlag διαφερούσης πανταχοῦ τῶν απ’ αὐτης. 
Therefore it remains , that either The Many exist without a Cause and are thus unrelated to each 
ovv Agumetar , y TO πολλα ELVAL QVOAITLA και QODVTAKTA αλλη-- 
other and are infinite by an infinite number of times , having no One within them , or The One is 
πλοις και απειραὰ OMELPAKIG , OVTOS μήδενος EVOG EV AUVTOIC , ἢ TO EV ELVAL 
The Cause of Being for The Many ; for either it is not the case that each of the Many is One , nor 
αἴτιον TOD ELVAL τοῖς πολλοῖς : yap ἢ οὔτε EKQOTOV τῶν πολλῶν EV οὔτε 
the totality of them all , and thus The Many will be infinite by an infinite number of times ; or 
TO EK TAVTOV , καὶ ουτῶς παντα EOTOL ATELPA OTELPAKIG : ἢ 
each will be one , but the totality of them all will not be one , and they will be unrelated to ‘each 
ἕκαστον HEV ev, dE το EK παντῶν οὐχ EV, και ἔσται ασυντακτα αλλη-- 
other (for if they were related to one another they would necessarily partake of One) ; or 
-λοις (yap συνταχθεντα αναγκη μετεχειν EVOG ) ; 
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the other way , so that each individual will be infinite by an infinite number of times , since it will 
EUTOAL , και EKQOTOV ἔσται AMELPOV απειρακις : 
partake of no One , or both will partake of One , and Prior to Them there must be That which 
LETEXOV μηδενος EVOG , ἡ ALOM HETEYEL EVOG, καὶ προ αὐτῶν δδει ELVAL TO 
Unifies both The Parts and The Whole , which Itself has , neither Whole nor Part ; or if it had , 
EVOTLOLOV αμφοτερῶν τῶν μερῶν καὶ TOD OAOD , EXOV LNTE OAOV NTE LEPN : ῃ 
This again would also be in need of The One , and if we were to proceed to infinity , we shall 
τοῦτο παλῖν καὶ εσται επιδδες EVOG, καὶ δι ἣν ξδπαπειρον, εις 
always have The One Prior to The Whole and Parts . But in addition to this , if there were any 
NOOMEV TOEV TPO τοὺ ολοὺ Kal TOV μερῶν. δὲ καὶ Προς τούτοις Et Ὧν τι 
other cause of The Many besides The One , there would not have been a Multitude of Unities , 
αλλο αἴτιον TOV TOAAM@V παρα TO EV, av οὐκ. ἢ πλῆθος Evadav , 
which are produced by The One [while maintaining Its Oneness (ET 132)]. Accordingly then , 
ας παραγει ὡς TO EV : αρα 
if there are Many Unities , The Cause of this Multitude , insofar as They are Many , is The One ; 
EL ELOL πολλαι EVAEG , QUTLOV τῶν πολλῶν καθο πολλα TOEV: 
for The One is The Primary Cause of Unities , which is why They are called Unities/Henads , 
yap ἕν πρώτως αἴτιον TOV EVAd@V, Kat διο λεγονται EVQOEG , 
thus The Multitude of Beings is derived from The Multitude of Unities , so that every multiplicity 
d& τοπληθος TMV OVT@V EOTIVEK TOL πληθοὺς τῶν EVaAdWV, WOTE παν πληθος 
arises from The One; whereas indeed The Whole and The Parts belong to The Real-Beings ; for 
εκ TOD EVOC, δὲ γε TO OAOV καὶ τὰ μερῃ ἔστι τῶν οντῶν : γὰρ 
although The Whole should be The One Being , it is clear , without a doubt , that It is The Whole 
KaVT ολον ῃ TOEVOV , δηλον δηποῦθεν = OTL_-—«sEOTLV ολον 
together with The Being , although It should be The Participated One ._ In this case also , It is 
μετα TOD ELVAL, καν TE TO HETEXOLEVOV EV , τοῦτο καὶι 
entirely in Communion with Being , and although we should regard It as Being by Itself , Alone , 
παντῶς σύνεστι τῶοντι, καν αὐτο TO OV αὐτοθεν μονον, 
This is also Substance/Essence . If then , The Whole and The Part are in some way Beings either 
τοῦτο EOTLV και OVOLa . EtOvV TO OAOV καὶ το HEPOG εστιν πῶς ovTa ἢ 
according to Hyparxis/Essentially , or by Participation , then these Beings are also produced by 
καθ᾽ LTAPELV . ἢ kata μεθεξιν, μεν ταῦτα καὶ παραγξται εκ 
The One , but also from Essential-Being , if indeed The Whole and Part are Real-Beings . 
TOD EVOG , αλλα καὶ ATO τῆς OVGLAG, ElMEP TO OAOV καὶτο HEPOG El] TOV OVTOV . 
Therefore , this is what Parmenides meant when he placed Them in The One Being , by saying 
οῦν Ovta@s ο Παρμενιδῆς ελεγεν τιθεμενος εν τῶξδνιοντι, δλεγῶν 
The One Being is Itself The Whole and has Parts ; and by making Being dependent on The One , 
TO EV OV ELVOLQULTO OAOV καὶ ἔχειν HEP], καὶ μὲν TOOV ξεξαψας TOD EVOG, 
and by seeing The Whole in The One Being , and thus by reasonably making The Whole 


de OEMP@V TOOAOV EV THMEVLOVTL, και εικοτῶς ποιῶν TO OAOV 
a certain aspect of Being . For on the one hand, All those that Partake of Essential Wholeness , 
τι ον. γὰρ μεν OOH ταῦτα LETEYEL οὐσιώδους ολοτῆτος, 
also Partake of Essential-Being ; but on the other hand , not all those that partake of Essential- 
και ovolag =: δὲ οὐ TAVTA ταῦτα OGM οὕσιας 
Being , also partake of Wholeness ; since indeed the very parts of Essential-Being , insofar as 
και ολοτητος : γοῦν τὰ αὑτὰ μβερῃ τῆς οὐσιᾶὰς, καθο 
they are parts , while partaking of Essential-Being , do not partake of Wholeness , insofar as 
ἔστι Ep], SE μετέχοντα τηςοῦυσιας, ODpMETEXYEL  OAOTHTOG kao 
Td 


63 


they are such as they are. But if this is the case , then Essential-Being extends Beyond Essential 
EOTLV τοιαῦτα : dg εἰ τοῦτο. ἡ οὐσιὰ = EMEKELVA τῆς οὐσιώδους 
Wholeness. Accordingly then , The Essential Whole Partakes of Essential-Being , but is not 
OAOTNTOS : apa TO οὐσιῶδες OAOV HETEYEL της οὐσιᾶς καὶ EOTI οὐκ 
the Same as Essential-Being . But in this way also , if there is such a thing as Unitary Wholeness , 
ταῦτον τῇ οὐσιὰ. δὲ Οὐτῷ και δι EOTIV τις EVOELONS ολοτῆς, 
then It Partakes of The One , but the unified part necessarily partakes of The One , but still , it is 
UETEYEL TOD EVOG, SE TO EVLOLLOV μερος AVAYKN HETEXYELV μὲν EVOG, SE ETL ὑπαρχξιν 
not necessarily a Whole , since that is also impossible , insofar as it is a part . Certainly then , 
OD ἀναγκαῖον OAOV , αλλα καὶ advVaTOV καθοσον εστι μερος: αλλα UNV 
The Whole and part are characterized either by Essence , or by Unity (for Whole and Part exist 
TO OAOV καὶ μερος ἔστι Ἢ ουσιῶδες , 1 δνιαῖον (YAP ολον καὶ μερος EOTL 
both among Essential-Beings and among The Unities) . Accordingly then , The One is beyond 
και ὃν  TOAIGOLOLAIG και EV ταῖς EVMOLV ): apa TO EV EMEKELVO 
Whole and Part and Those that are characterized by Essence/Substance and Unity . And not only 
TOD OAOD καὶ μεροὺς και τῶν OLOIW@SOV καὶ τῶν EVLOLOV . Kat ov μονον 
this , but The Many also Subsists Prior to both The Whole and The Parts ; for each of these is 
τοῦτο, αλλα TA πολλα καὶ MPOLVTAPYEL TE TOV ολοὺ καὶ TOV μερῶν : YAP EKATEPOV EOTLV 
necessarily in a certain way many , as we have shown , thus certainly The Many taken in The 
1102 mavtmo πὼς πολλα, wo εδειξαμεν : GAAG UNV Ta πολλα ληφθεντα τὰ 
Primal way Partakes only of The One. Accordingly then , The Many is Beyond both The Whole 
πρῶτῶς METEYEL LOVOD TOD EVOG: apa TO πολλα EMEKELVA TE TOL OAOD 
and The Parts . Therefore , on the one hand, that is also the way in which we must go about this 
καὶ τῶν μερῶν. οὖν LEV και Tovtn τοῦτο 
demonstration ; but on the other hand , we must examine the truth of these proofs . And if we are 
OELKTEOV : δὲ θεατεον τὴν GANVELAV τουτῶν TOV ATOSELEEMV : καὶ EL εἰσι 
to demonstrate them in this way , they will show that every whole necessarily holds together 
αποδειξεις οὕτως, δειξοῦυσιν OTL TAVOAOV παντῶς συναγδξι 
some multiplicity . Therefore , every Wholeness necessarily contains representations of its own 
τι πληθος. οὖν IIlaoa ολοτῆς παντῶς ἔχξδι εμφασιν τῶν OLKELOV 
parts ; for on the one hand , the wholeness that is in the part is also entirely ranked with the part , 
μερῶν: γὰρ μὲν Ἢ δντῶ HEPEL καὶ παντῶς συντετακται προς TO μερος, 
and it is not only a whole , but also a part ; therefore , the wholeness that arises from the parts , 
καὶ EOTLV OD μονον OAOV , αλλα καὶ μερος : δὲ y EK TOV μερῶν 
is composed from its own parts ; while on the other hand , The Wholeness which is indeed Prior 
συμπεπληρῶται τοῖς EMLTNS μερεσιν: OE n γε προ 
to The Parts , contains The Causes of The Parts , and so also of Multiplicity . Accordingly then , 
τῶν μερῶν EYEL τας αἴτιας τῶν μερῶν, ὥστε καὶ πληθους : αρα 
inno way , is The One ἃ Whole. For if every Whole is involved with multiplicity , but The One 
οὐδαμῶς EOTL TOEV OAOV. yap Etnav ολον μετα πλήθους, δὲ το δὲν 
is devoid of Multitude , then The One is not a Whole . And, the part is a part of something else , 
ανεὺ πληθοῦυς, Apa TOEV οὐκ OAOV: TOALV TO μερος EOTLV μερος AAAOD , 
so that , that which possesses parts , possesses multiplicity ; for every part desires to make one 
MOTE το δχον μερη EXEL TANVOG : yap παν μεβρος εθελει EV 
complete thing along with other parts ; thus these others are clearly that Many. If then, 
συμπληροῦντι μετ’ αλλῶὼν : SE ταῦτα TA AAAG εστιν SNAOV ὡς TOAAG : EL TOLVLV 
The One Participates of no Multiplicity , and that which possesses parts possesses multiplicity , 
TO EV EOTL μετεχον ODdEVOG πλήθους, ὃ TO εχον LEPN EXEL πληθος, 
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it is clear that The One Itself would not have parts . But it has been shown that It is not a whole ; 


φανερον OTL TOEVALTO GV οὐκ ἔχοι μερῇ: SE OESELKTAL OTL EOTLV οὔτε ολον: 
accordingly then , The One is neither a whole nor that which has parts ; for whether It is a whole 
apa TO EV ἔστιν οὔτε OAOV OLTE : ἔχον μερήῆ: YAP εἴτε EOTLV OAOV 


or has parts , it is Many ; but It is certainly not Many ; accordingly then , It is neither a whole nor 
ELTE EYEL HEPN , EOTLV πολλα : GAAG EOTLV UNV οὐ TOAAG: APA στιν οὔτε ολον οὔτε 
has parts . And so you see that this is the first thing proven , through (The One) not being Many ; 


ExOV μερη . Kat ορας ott τοῦτο EOTLV πρῶτον ATOSESELYHEVOV δια OD TOV πολλῶν, 
surely then , just as among The Real-Beings The Wholeness is produced through of The Primal 


δὴ καὶ ὥσπερ EV τοῖς οῦὐσιν ἢ ολοτῆς παραγειταᾶι δια τοῦ πρώτου 
Multitude (of Unities) ; thus , this authoritative kind of proof is demonstrated through a Cause . 
πλήθους : δὲ τοῦτο KUPLOS αποδεικτικον EOTL το δεικνύμενον OU’ αἴτιας. 
If then , The Whole exists through The Many , Not-Being-Many is in turn , The Cause of Not- 
Etovv TtoodAov εστι δια TANOAAG, TO UN ELVALTOAAG TAALV αἴτιον TOD UN 
Being-a-Whole , then The Uniqueness of The One is The Cause of both of These . But this was 

Elval ολον, O& ἢ μονοτῆς τοὺ EVOG αμφοτερῶὼν τουτῶν. δὲ Τοῦτο NV 
that which the Eleatic Stranger was also showing (Sophist 2446) ; thus I mean , that The Truly One 


ο o Ελβατῆς ἕενος καὶ εδεικνυ δὴ AEY@® Ws TO αληθος EV 
could not be a Whole . For he says that , on the one hand, there is nothing to prevent It (Whole) 


δύναμενον LN] ELVAL OAOV : YAP ALTO φησιν μὲν οὐδὲν κωλύειν 

from having the one as an attribute , but on the other hand , that it is impossible for The Whole 
EXElV TOVEVOG παθος.,, δὲ αδύνατον 

to be The One Itself . Therefore , just as he proved there , by demonstrating that the Parmenidean 

ειναι TO EV AUTO. ovv Omep δεδεικται EKkel δεικνὺς ott το Παρμενιδειον 

One is not One in the truest sense , he has proved here , by demonstrating that The Truly One 


1103 ev εστιν μὴ EV ὡς ἀληθῶς, τοῦτο EV τοῦτοις απεδειξε ὡς το αληθῶος EV 

is not a Whole , by making The Primary Cause advanced here , the contrary of the proof there ; 
un OAov , προς τὴν πρώτην εφοδον Ἔνταῦθα τὴν αντιστρεψας αποδειξιν εκεινῆὴν : 

for on the one hand , there he showed that , if it is a Whole , then it is not Truly One , whereas 

yap μὲν EKEL εδειξεν , EL EOTIVOAOV, ονοὺκ αληθωῶςξν: 

on the other hand , here , he shows that if It is Truly One , It is not a Whole . So that either , 


δε ἐνταῦθα WG OTLELEOTIV ἀληθῶς EV, EOTLV οὐχολον: ὥστε ἢ 
one must disbelieve that , that passage is not a Platonic point of view , or one must accept this 


τις OTMLOTELTO ὡς exetvoic ov Πλατῶνος θεάμασιν, ἡ συγχώρειτω του- 
passage also , and hold that according to Plato This is The Primal Cause , and that The Truly One 


πτοις και, καὶ ἡγεισθὼ Kata Πλατῶνα ταῦτην τὴν πρώτην ἀρχὴν, καὶ ὡς TO ἀληθῶς EV 
is The Primal Cause . So much for this then . But if both The Whole and that which has parts , 
ειναι TO πρῶτον, καὶ τοιοῦτον τοῦτο μὲν. δὲ EL TE TOOAOCV καὶ TO ἔχον μερη 

in some way appear to be the same, there is no need to be surprised . For we may view it as 


TOG SOKEL ELVAL TALTOV , ob χρη θαυμαζειν : YAP OPWLLEV ALTO ὡς 
That which is Unified and as That which is Articulated . On the one hand , as unified we call 

TO NV@MEVOV KOL ὡς διακεκριμένον : LEV ὡς NV@LEVOV TPOCAYOPEDOLEV 
it whole , whereas on the other hand , as articulated we describe it as having parts . But The One 


αὐτο OAOV , δε ὡς διακεκριμενον εχον μερη: δὲ TO EV 
is not unified , and thus It is not a Whole , nor is it Articulated , so that It does not posses parts ; 


ἔστιν OLTE NVWHEVOV , ὥστε οὐχ ολον, οὔτε διακεκριμένον, MOTE οὐ ἔχον LENT: 
for either by being Unified or Articulated , it is many ; for the unified is also a multitude 


γὰρ ELTE ηνῶμενον εἴτε διακεκριμενον, EOTLV TOAAG , YAP TO NVOPEVOV EOTL καὶ πληθος 
Td 


65 


regulated by The One , but The One is Beyond All Multiplicity , both that which is unified and 
KPOTODLEVOV TM EVL, OE TO EV EMEKELVA παντος πλήθους Sy TOLD ὡς NV@LEVOD και 
far more so , that which is articulated . So much for these matters . Thus , it still remains for one 
TOAAM μαλλον TOD OLAKEKPLLEVOD . Ταῦτα καὶ περι TOUTM@V. SE AV λοιπον τις 
to consider whether these aspects are denied of The One , by taking what does not follow for It 
επιζητήσειεν TOTEPOV ταῦτα ATOPACKEL TOD EVOG , λαμβανῶν TO οὐχ EMOLEVOV ALTO 
Itself by Itself , or in relation to others . For this is also the belief of some who argue that , the 
QVTO προς ALTO ἡ TMPOGTAGAAM. yap τοῦτο Και εδοξεν τισιν ὡς τῶν 
Many are other , in relation to The One , and that these are being denied of The One , and 
πολλῶν OVT@V αλλῶν παρα TO EV, καὶ TOUTOV ἀαποφασκομενῶν τοῦ EVOG, και 
similarly for Whole and Shape and all the Others . However , on the one hand , the philosopher 
OHOLM@G TOV OAOD καὶ σχηματος καὶ TOV AAAOV . LIEV ο φιλοσοφος 
is clear at the beginning of the hypothesis , that he is taking these characteristics as not following 
εστιν Δηλος Ev ἀρχή τῆς ὑυὑποθεσεῶς παραλαμβανῶν οσα OLY επεται 
for The One Itself in relation to Itself ; for That it is also Without-Multiplicity , and that It is not 
τῷ Ἔνι αὑτῷ προς αὐτο: γαροτι καὶι αἀπλήθυντον KOLOTL οὐχ 
a Whole we consider , Itself in relation to Itself , even if none of the others existed ; but in the 
ολον σκοποῦμεθα αὕτο καθ᾽ avto καὶ EL μηδὲν τῶν ἀαλλὼν EIN: δὲ ὃν 
middle of the hypothesis , he is examining , such aspects that do not follow neither for Itself in 
μξσοις οσα OLY ENETAL OLTE αὐτῷ 
relation to Itself , nor in relation to others ; for example , that It is neither The Same as Itself nor 
προς ξεαῦτο ,OLVTE προςτααλλα, OlLOV OTL OLTE ταῦτον EALTM οὔτε 
Other than Itself , nor The Same as Others nor Other than Others , neither Like nor Unlike 
ETEPOV EALTM , OLTE ταῦτον τοις AAAOIG οὔτε ETEPOV TOV CAA@V , οὔτε OLLOLOV OVTE AVOLLOLOV 
in the same way , neither Touching nor Separate similarly . But on the other hand, in the end , 


ὡσαύτως οὔτξ AMTOLEVOV οὔτε χωρις ομοιῶς: δὲ ET TEAEL 
he considers such aspects that do not follow for The One solely in relation to others , seeing that 
οσα οὐχ ἕπεται τῶξδνι μονον προςτααλλα, οποὺ 


it was also shown , that It is neither expressible nor opinable nor knowable , nor is It 
1104 και δεικνυται ὡς EOTLV OLTE ρητον οὔτε SOEAOTOV οὔτε EMLOTHTOV , οὔτε ἔστι 
cognizable in any way at all , by any of the others , but It is Itself Transcendent from All Others , 


YV@OTOV OAMs τινι TOV CAAWV AAA’ EGTLV ALTO EENPNHEVOV TOV AALOV 
and from both , the ways of Knowing and The Objects of Knowledge , if one may so express it , 
καὶ γνώσεων και γνώστων . ξι τε ELMELV OLOV , 


Abiding by Itself , being Ranked with no Others , but is Indefinable to all others. And 

μενον Eh’ EALTOD συνταττομενον οὐδενι TOV AAAOV , AAA’ AMEPLOPLOTOV τοις πασι : καὶ 

therefore , when he says that The One is not Many , he is not saying that The Others , besides 
ovv otav Asyn TO EV ELVOAL μη TOAAM, οὔχι AEyEL τα AAD 

The One are not The One, as if he were denying Those of The One , but he is simply saying that 

TOD EVOG ELVALUN TOEV, ὡς αποφασκῶν EKELVa TOL EVOG, GAA’ 

It does not possess Multiplicity In-Itself , nor is The One simultaneously One and Many , but 

αὐτο un ExEelv πλῆθος εν εαύτω, UNS’ ElLVALTOEV ALA τῶ EVI και TOAAG, δὲ 

It is Solely-One and One-Itself , Entirely-Free of All Multitude . And since , in the second 

ELVOL μονὼῶς EV και ALTOEV καθαρξον παντος πλήθους: καὶ γὰρ Ev τή δεύτερα 

hypothesis , when he proceeds by affirming that The One is Many , he is denying that It “is” 


vmoQeceL oTav Sun καταφασκὼν OTL TOEV πολλα, QUTO ElVaL 
Without-Multiplicity and Solely One , and thus , It is neither a Whole nor has parts ; in this way 
αἀπληθυντον και μονῶς EV καὶ ODT δξιναι UNTE OAOV NTE EXYELV HEPN, TMS 
rt 
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he has to be treating This One, in relation to Itself . 
EXEL σκοποῦσα τοῦτο TO EV προς EQUTO. 


Parmenides: Accordingly then , in both ways , The One will be many , but not One . 
137d apa QUdOTEPWG TO EV AVELN TOAAG, GAA’ OvY EV. 
Aristotle: True . (αληθη.) 
Parmenides: But It must indeed not be many , but One . 
SE αὐτο SEL YE μη ELVAL TOAAG AAA’ EV. 
Aristotle: It must . (det .) 
Parmenides: Hence It will neither be a Whole , nor possess parts , if The One is to be One . 
apa οὔὐτὲ ἔσται OAOV oODvTE E€El HEPN,El TO EV ἔσται EV. 
Aristotle: It will not (οὐ yap.) 


So on the one hand , with these words he sums up the whole proof , which we discussed 
και μὲν EV τοῦτοις Συμπεραῖνεται τὴν OANV αποδειξιν, ἣν ELMOLEV 

before , and on the other hand , perhaps it would now be appropriate to be reminded again : 
προτερον, καὶ dE LOWG νὺν δύκαιῖρον ὑπομνησαῖι παλιν. 
The One is not Many , The Whole is Many ; so then , The One is not The Whole ; and again , 

TOEV ODTOAAA, TO OAOV πολλα, apa TO EV οὐχ OAOV : καὶ παλιν 
The One is not Many ; that which has parts is Many ; so then , The One does not have parts . 
παλιν TO δεν OD TOAAG , TO EXOV LEPH TOAAG, apa TOEV οὐκ EXEL WENN: 
Hence , there is an argument contained in the second figure , since The One does not have parts . 

WS ειναι TOV συλλογισμον EV δευτερῶ σχηματι, APO TOEV ODLK EXEL LEPT: 
so that hypothetically, if The One is The Whole, It has parts; but if The One has parts, It is Many ; 

καὶ υποθετικῶς ,El TO EV ἔστι OAOV, EXEL HEPT|: El TO EV EXEL μερη. EOTLV TOAAG : 
but surely The One is not Many ; accordingly then , It is not The Whole , nor does It have parts . 
αλλα μὴν TO εν Ov TOAAQ, apa EOTLV ODTE OAOV οὔτε EXEL μερη. 
And behold here the caution exercised by Plato , in that he did not say that The One was partless , 
Και Osa μοι τὴν ἀσφαλειαν tov Πλατῶνος, ott οὐκ εφατο το ὃν OLUEPEG , 
but that It did not have parts ; for being partless is not the same as not having parts . For this 
αλλα μή δχον μερή : YAP το μερες EOTL οὐ ταῦτον τῷ LIN EXELV μερη. γὰρ Τοῦτο 
latter may be said of The One , whereas partlessness cannot be entirely asserted ; for that which 
μεν δυνατον AsYELV KATA TOD EVOG, δὲ. TOOLEPEG οὐ TOVTM@G : γὰρ TO 
is partless sometimes exhibits a certain nature , and as it were , a certain form, or rather it is none 
EOTLV ἀμερες OTE SNAOL τινα φυσιν καὶ OLOV TLELOOG , δὲ μαλλον καὶ οὐδεν 
other than a Unitary Form , and it is nothing else than what Timaeus (35a) calls Impartible . 
αλλο ἡ EVOELOEG ELdOG , καὶ οὐδεν αλλο ἢ OTEP O Τιμαιος KEKANKEV αἀμεριστον : 
And, at any rate , in that passage he clearly means the same thing without any distinction by 
1105 και γοῦν εν EKELVOIG αὑτος δηλος TO αὔτο αδιαφορῶὼς 
Impartible and partless , as it is written at the beginning of the account of the creation of the soul . 
OQUEPLOTOV καὶ ἀμερὲς ὡς YEYPANTAL EV TH ἀρχῇ ws EV ανθ' ενος ἀποκαλῶν τῆς ψυχογονιας. 
But , In the Sophist (2458), he does call That which is Truly One Partless , when he says , 


de Ev Σοφιστη EKOAEGEV TO ὡς αληθῶς δεν αἀμερες ELTOV , 

“for that which is indeed Truly One must be Partless , in some way”, meaning by partless , here , 

yap TO YE ὡς AANOwWS EV SEL ELVAL ἀμερες που , λεγῶν το ἀμερες EV τοῦτῷ 

the same as what in this place he has designated as not having parts , so that if there is something 

ταῦτον οπὲερ EvTALIAa ειπὲν UN ἔχον μερη, WOTEEL ἔστι τι 

on the one hand , that has no parts , according to him it is partless ; but it still not the case that 
LEV ἔχον UN μερῃ, κατ᾽ ALTOV EOTLapEpEes : SE ETL οὐκ 
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if this is partless , then it has no parts , if indeed , in each of The Genera of Being , there is one 
τοῦτο ἀμερὲς ἔχον UN μερῃ, ELMEP ἕκαστον τῶν γενῶν TOL οντος το μὲν 
that is partless , but another that is partible , and another that is between both these . So that 
EOTLV OLLLEPEG , TO δὲ HEPLOTOV , TO δὲ μεσον αἀμφοτερῶν . Kal dE 
in this way , the point is partless , as not having parts , in the way that there would be parts of 
Ovt® TO ONMELOV ἀμερες, ὡς οὐκ EXOV LEPN , Ola αν γενοιντ’ EPH 
that which has extension (in Space and Time) , but it is not partless in the absolute sense , as having 
τοῦ διαστατοῦυ , αλλ’ οὐχ ἀμερες OTAMS , OG δχον 
nothing that is a part ; for the definition of the point receives its completion from certain things , 
undev μερος : YAP OAOYOS TODONMELOD συμπληροῦυται ὑπὸ τινῶν, 
but all those that are complete , possess the order of parts , in relation to that which is completed 
δὲ TAVTA τὰ συμπληροῦυντα EXEL TAEIV μερῶν προς το OLDUTANPOLLEVOV 
by them . In this way also , The Monad [is Partless] , since It is not made up of certain distinct 
απ’ αὑτῶν. OLT® καὶ TN μονας, διοτι ἐστιν μη EK διωρισμενῶν τινῶν 
parts , as every number that is derived from It ; but because It is comprised of certain elements 
μερῶν, ὡς TAG οαριθμος ὡς απ’ αὐτῆς: δὲ διοτι EOTL εκ τῶν τινῶν 
which make It The Monad and makes It differ from a point , one would not be wrong in calling 
TOLOLVT@V αὐτὴν μοναδα καὶ SLAMEPELV TOD σημξιου, τις AV οὐκ ELVOL AVAPTOL ELTAV 
these elements of the definition of The Monad , parts ; for those elements that contribute to the 
ταῦτα τοῦ λογοῦ τῆς μονάαδος EPH: γὰρ τὰ εις τον 
definition of each Idea/Form are in every way parts of That , and That is made up of them as parts 
OPOV EKAOTOD ELOOLG EOTLV παντῶς HEPN] EKELVOD , καὶ EKELVO EOTLV EK τουτῶν ὡς μερῶν 
and It is The Whole experiencing Oneness as an attribute , but is not The One Itself , whereas 


και ον ολον πεπονθος το EV τι , O& OV OLK TO EV AUTO, δὲ 
only That which is Simply One is composed of neither continuous parts nor of distinct parts 
μονον το ἀλπῶς εν ἔστι EK ὡς OLTE συνεξώνμερῶν οὔτε ὡς διηρημενῶν 


nor of those giving completion to It , being Solely One and Simply One , not Something Unified . 
ODTE ὡς συμπληρουντῶν αὐτο, OV μονῶς EV καὶ ANMAWS EV, AAA’ οὐχ TNVMLEVOV . 
Therefore on the one hand , this could not be otherwise . But on the other hand , 
ovv LIEV Τοῦτο αν οὐκ EYOL AAAS . δε 

I also see a great deal of trouble being stirred up , by those who think that these negations lead 

καὶ καθορῶ Πολὺν θορυβον εγειρομδνον TOV οιηθεντῶν TAG ταῦτης αποφασεις απαγεξιν 

us away into that which does not exist in any way at all , or something like that , and because of 

μας εἰς TO ον μηδαμῶς ἢ τι αλλοτοιοῦτο, δια 

the lack of definition , our imagination does not have anything definite to hold on to , 

τῆς AOPLOTLAG NHETEPAG TNS φαντασιας οὐκ EXYOVON τινος TPAYHATOS WPLOLEVOD αντιλαβεσθαι, 

seeing that nothing is being proposed to it , but everything is absolutely removed from The One , 
QTE μηδενος τιθεμενοῦ ,δὃε TAVTOAV ANAM AVALPODLEVWV απο TOD EVOG , 

and because of this they are persuaded that one must introduce some nature and characteristic 

1106 και δια ταῦτα AVANETELOLEVOV OTL χρη εισηγεισθαι τινα φυσιν και ιδιοτητα 

for The One . Surely then of those who make this assumption ; some on the one hand , prefer 


TOD EVOG . én τινες ὑπολαβοντες Ταῦτα, οι LEV αξιουσι 
to proceed upwards from Intellect and Intellectual Essential-Being to The One , to place prior to 
AVABOALVOVTEG απὸ TOD VOD καὶ τῆς VOEPACG ODOLAG EM TO EV TPOTATTELV 


Intellect “the intellecting of intellectuality” , as being something simpler than Intellect , and 


TOD HEV VOD την VOOTHTA τῆς νοοτῆτος, ὡς οὐσης AMAOVOTEPAG TOD VOU και 
as it were , the condition of intellection taking place ; for they say , that activities are prior to 


οιον εξως TOD VOELV : YAP φασι, CL EVEPYELAL ELOLV TPO 
ΠῚ 
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Essential-Beings , by being more unified than them , and so they rank that which intellects , prior 


τῶν οὐσιῶν, WG EVIKMTEPAL αὐτῶν, και το νοοῦν προ 
to Intellect , not calling This The Active Agent , but the cause of activity that causes intellection , 


TODTOD , οὐ AEYOVTEG τοῦτο TO EVEPYOLV, αλλα TO αἴτιον τῆς EVEPYELAG ὡς ποιοῦν VONOLN , 
as if one were to speak of the ensouling or the moving agent . And in turn prior to this , they place 
ὡς El τις λεγοι TO WOXYOLV ἢ το κίνουν : καὶ παλιν προ TOLTOD 

the thought , and this they claim to be the first , by being the most partless , just as the movement 

TO VONHA , καὶ τοῦτο AELOLVTEG ELVAL TO πρῶτον ὡς ἀμερέεστατον, καθαπερ TO κινημα 

is more partless than the moving agent. And they do not only do this in this arena , 


τῆς KLVIOEMS : καὶ οὐκ μονῆς ποιοῦντες τοῦτο ETL της TAVTIS OSOD , 
but also in the case of each of the Ideas , so that they always end up with similar entities , thus 
αλλα καὶ Eb’ εκαστοὺῦ τῶν ELOWV , ὥστε QEl TEAELTAVEIG τὰ ομοιαὰ, dE 
I mean for example goodness , beauty , virtuousness , sameness , and similar entities to these , 

AEYO OLOV αγαθῶμα, KAAAMUA , APETOHA , TALVTOHA, τα ομοια τοῦτοις, 
and every such entity they claim to be One . Of whom ,, one must ask whether all these many 
καὶ TOV τοιοῦτον ειναι EV. Οὺς spM@tNTEOV TOTEPOV TA TOAAG ταῦτα 
entities are different from one another in nature , or in name alone. For if they differ in name 


EOTLV OLAMEPOVTA AAANAWV TY φύσει, ἡ ονοματι HOVOV . 
alone , they do not say what The One is , as they set out to do , but they babble emptily about 


Ovde λέγουσι τι TO EV , ὡς προύθεντο, αλλα αθυροῦσι διακενῆς περι 
the most divine class of beings ; whereas if these beings differ from one another in essence , then 


TO OELOTATA TOV πραγματῶν: SE EL ταῦτα SlEVNVOYEVAAANA@V OvOLa , 

Multiplicity would be apprehended in The One , although indeed , Plato undoubtedly denies 
πληθοὺυς καταληψοῦυσι EVTMEVL, KaITOL γε O Πλατῶν avevdo1aotas ATEbNOE 

This of The One before all other aspects . Then also , from where did they get these names , or 


τοῦτο TOL EVOG προ TAaVTOV . δὲ καὶ Πῶοθεν παρειληφασιν ταῦτα OVOLLATA , ἢ 
what kind of theologians are they listening to , who place Essential-Beings second to activities Ὁ 


ποιῶν θεολογὼῶν AKNKOAGL ποιοῦντῶν τας OVOLAS δευτερας τῶν ἐνεργειῶν ; 
For Plato and all other theologians everywhere declare that on the one hand , activities depend 


yap kat o Πλατῶν Kat οι αλλοι θεολογοι πανταχοῦ λεγοῦσιν μεν τας Evepyelacg εξηρτησθαι 
upon Potential powers , but on the other hand , potential powers depend upon Essential-Beings . 


ONO TOV δυναμεῶν, δε τας δυναμεις απο τωνουσιωῶν. 
Thus on the one hand , there is no need to discuss these matters further , since they have already 


AAAa μὲν οὐδὲν χρή λέξγειν TOLTOLG προς, καὶ δεδῶώκοτας 
been corrected by others , but on the other hand , there are others who think is it fitting to make 


evOvvacg αλλοις, δε Εἰισι οι ηξιῶσαν 
distinctions between God and the state of being God, and to assign to The Primal the state of 


διακρινεῖν θεὸν καὶ TO διναι θεὼ, καὶ ἀπονξμειν TO TPATH TO 
being God , and to give this as the characteristic of The One . Of which others , one must ask 


EVAL θεω. καὶ παραδιδοναι ταῦτην ὡς LOLOTNTA TOD EVOG: Ους EPO@TNTEOV 
how are we to understand this existence itself , seeing that Plato has removed existence [from It] ? 


TOG UTOAAUBAVOLEV τοῦτο TO ειναι ALTO , KAL TOD Πλατῶνος APALPOLVTOG TO EOTLV , 
Then in their case , how are we to distinguish each from the being of each , and how are we 


δὲ EV EKELVOIG πῶς διακρινομὲν EKQOTOV καὶ TO ELVA EKAOTO και 
to transfer These Standards of Excellence from composite entities to Those that are Simple and 


1107 μεταφερομεν τοὺς TOGOLTOUG KAVOVAG απο τῶν ODVOETOV ETL TA απλα και 
Divine and The Most Unific of All. For neither in the case of the Soul , would we bear to say 


θεια και EVVDKMTATA τῶν TAVTOV : γὰρ οὐδὲ El WOXNS NVEXOLEVA(depw) AEYELV 
Td 
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that the being of the soul is other than Soul , nor in the case of any other of The Immaterial Ideas . 


ὡς TOELVAL WYN καὶ ETEPOV WOYTN, οὐδε En’ αλλοὺ  TOLTAV αὐλῶν ELOOV : 
Accordingly then , we should decline to introduce such distinctions far more so , into The Realm 


apa παραιτήησομεθα ELOGYELV TAG τοιαῦτας διαφορας πολλὼ UAAAOV ETL 
of The Gods Themselves . For how can The One be other than the state of being One? Therefore , 
τῶν θεῶν αὐτῶν. Yap πῶς Και TO EV EOTALAAAO καὶ TO ElVOL EVL 3  OvV 
in this way , without realizing it , we would be making The One , Not-One , if indeed The One 
οὔτ λήσομεν ποιοῦντες τοὲεν ODXYEV,  ELMED 
is going to be other than The Being in The One (that Is) , and partakes of That which is Superior . 


αφειται του Elva δνι , καὶ μετεχει οντος κρείττονος. 
However , there are others who say that The First Cause of all living-beings , is situated Above 
TOLVDV Αλλοι ELPIKEV οτι τὸ πρῶτον αἴτιον παντῶν ον LOPLLLEVOV ὑπερ 
Life , Above Intellect , Above Being Itself , and that it possesses in some way The Causes of All 


Conv, ὑπερνοῦν , LTMEP TO OV ALTO, EXEL πὼς τας αἴτιας ἀπαντῶν 

These Realities , Unutterably and Unimaginably and in The Most-Unified Way , and in a way 
TOUTOV APPAGTMG και AVENIVONTWS καὶ TOV δνικώτατον TPOTOV KOU 

that is on the one hand , Unknowable to us , and The Hidden Causes of The Wholes that are in It , 


μεν αγνώστως ἡμῖν, καὶ τὰ κρυφια αἴτιὰ τῶν ολῶν EOTL EV αὐτῷ 
are Paradigms Prior to Paradigms , and The Primal Itself is The Whole Prior to Wholes , having 


παραδειγματα TPO TAPASELYHATOV , καὶ τὸ πρῶτον ALTO OAOV TPO OA@V , 

no need of parts . For on the one hand , That which is Whole Prior to the parts has in some way 
ov denBev μερῶν : γὰρ μὲν το ολον προ τῶν μερῶν TOG 

need of the parts , and it is this very thing , that Plato sees here , whereas The Whole Prior to The 
δεισθαι TOV μερῶν, καὶ ELVA τοῦτο οπερ, AV οΠλατῶν odev, δὲ TOOAOV TPO τῶν 
Wholes has no need of parts. Then, those who say this are not paying attention to Plato , 

OA@V οὐδεν δεισθαι μερῶν. dE OL AEYOVTESG ταῦτα οὐδεν ETALOVOL τοῦ Πλατῶνος, 
who considered that one should only use negation in connection with The One ; nor do they bear 


δοκιμαζοντες μονῇ χρῆσθαι τη αφαιρεσει 8δπι τοῦ EVOG : οὐδὲ μνημον-- 
in mind what is written in his Letter to Dionysius (11-3126), and the exhortation there , 


—EDODOL TOV YEYPALLEVOV EV TN ETLOTOAN προς ALOVUGOV , καὶ TIS TAPALVEGEWS EKEL 
is to apply nothing to The One , but exhorts to remove everything [from It] , in order that we may 


TPOOMEPELV μηδὲν TH EVL, AAA EYKEAELDOLEVNS AOAIPELV TAVTA , wa 

not without noticing , attribute to It , something that is akin and proper for us ; for surely it is this 
un λανθανῶμεν avatiWEVTEG τι TO ODYYEVEG καὶ προσῆκον ἡμῖν : yap δὴ τοῦτο 

that he declared in that passage to be the cause of all evils ; the enquiry into “what sort of thing” 


ἀπεφήνατο ὃν EKELVOIG αἴτιον παντῶν κακῶν, TO CNTELV οπῖον τι 
The One is. But apart from these considerations , how are we any longer to preserve The One ? 


to εν. δε Χωρις τοῦυτῶν . πὼς ETL PUAQTTOLEV TO EV 5 
For The Whole of The Wholes is More-Comprehensive than The Wholes and is Uniform ; but 


YAP TOOAOV τῶν OAV ἔξεστι TEPLANTTIKWTEPOV τῶν CAV EVOELOMG : [AAA’] 
The One Itself Transcends and Exceeds All Wholeness ; and The Whole of Wholes , on the one 


TO EV ALTO ECNPNTOAL καὶ ὑπερεχξει MASTS OAOTNTOG : καὶ TO OAOV τῶν OAMV μὲν 
hand (accordingly then , if indeed It properly belongs to The Middle Order of Intelligibles , 


( apa EMEP TMPOONKEL TY MEON TACEL TOV νοητῶν, 
as we Shall show , for This Ranks Above Intellectual Wholeness , and Embraces It on all sides) ; 
ὡς δειξομεν : yap ALT UMEPEYEL τῆς νοερας ολοτητος, καὶ περιειληφε αὐτὴν πανταχοθεν) ; 
but on the other hand , The One is Beyond The Intelligibles . But if we also ascend not only from 
δε TO EV EOTLV Ἔεπεκεινα τῶν νοητῶν. δε Εἰ καὶ ανιοντες UN μονον απο 
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Intellect and Life and Being , to place The Unknowable Causes of all in The One , but also 

νοῦ Kat Cans καὶ οντος BNOOLEV τας αγνώστους CITIAG παντῶν EV TM EVIL, αλλα καὶ 
from Each of The Real Beings , such as Beauty , Virtue , Justice , and each of The Others , then 
1108 ad’ ExaoTOD TOV OVTMV , οἷον καλλοὺς, ἀρετῆς, SUCALOD , EKAOTOD TOV AAAOV , 
The One will also have such a number in multiplicity as Intellect ; and It would not any longer 
TO δεν και _EOTOL τοσαῦτα OOO TM πληθει OVOLSG, καὶ AV οὐκ οὐδαμῶς 
still be One , and thus we would have without noticing doubled the totality of beings ; for there 


ETL EN EV, καὶ οὔτω λαθοιμεν διπλασιάασαντες τα OVTA : yap 
would be The Real-Beings Themselves and Their Causes Subsisting in The One , and in the case 
ἔσται αὐτὰ και αὐτῶν τα αἴτια τὰ ὑπαρχοντα EV τῷ EVL, καὶ περι 
of These we would be enquiring how , since They are many , They are Unified , and we will also 

TOLTOV Cntnoopev TOG οντα πολλὰ YVOTAL , και και 

necessarily postulate that there is The One Prior to These , and either we will guard It as One , 
αναγκασομδν Elva EV TMPOTOLT@V, καὶ ἢ φύλαττοντες ALTO EV 

by removing everything from It in the proper sense , or once again we will place everything in it , 

αφαιρήησομεν παντα KUPLOG . ἢ παλιν θήησομεθα παντα Ev EKELVO , 


and we will be tripling the real beings , and thus we will proceed to infinity without ever taking 
και τριπλασιάσομεν TOAOVTA καὶ οοτῶς GAVLOVTEG EN’ ἀπειρον οὐκ ETL OTNOO— 
a stand anywhere , and we maintain that the One also contains multiplicity . The very thing that 
πμεθαὰα mov καὶ ἡμξις Asyelv TO EV και ExElV πλῆθος: οπερ 

some friends of Plato have already ventured to maintain , although every multiplicity demands 
τινες TOV φιλὼν Πλατῶνος nbn ετολμήησαν λξγειν, KALTOL TAVTOG πληθοὺς ATALTOLVTOG 
something else to give Unity to its multiplicity , or , if there is no such thing , then the multiplicity 


τι GAAO διδον τὴν EVWOLV TH πληθει, ἡ. OVTOG UNSEVOG TOLOUTOD , το πληθος 
by having its Unity brought in from outside , will not be sufficient to count as first because of its 
EXOV EVMOLV EMELOAKTOV ουκ ELVOLL AVTAPKEG πρῶτον δια τὴν 


deficiency of Unity . Therefore , it is better to take a stand with the negations , just as Plato did , 
EVOELAV EVMGEMS οὖν KaAALOV ισθασθαι ETL TOV ἀαποφασεῶν, ὥσπερ ο Πλατῶν πεποιήκεν, 
and by means of these negations , to exhibit The Transcendent Hyperbolic Heights of The One ; 
και δια τουτῶν ἐνδεικνυσθαι τὴν ξξηρημενην ὑπερβολὴν τοῦξδνος, 
that It is neither Intelligible , nor Intellectual , nor anyone of These that are recognizable by us 
ὡς EOTIV οὔτε VONTOV , OLTE VOEPOV, ODTETLAAAO τῶν YLYVMOKOLEVOV ημιν 
through any partible insight ; for although It is The Cause of All, It is not anyone of The All ; 


du’ οὐδὲν μεριστῆς επιβολης : yap ον αἴτιον παντῶν EOTL οὐδὲν τῶν TAVTOV : 
and it is not the case that “on the one hand , it is unknowable to us , whereas on the other hand , 
και οὐχ LIEV αγνῶστον ημῖν og 


it is knowable to itself” ; for if it is wholly unknowable to us , then we do not know this itself , 


EOTLV YVMOTOV EAVTH : YAP El EOTLV OAWS αγνῶστον ἡμῖν, οὐδὲ γιγνώσκομεν τοῦτο ALTO, 
that it is knowable to itself , but we are also ignorant of this ; and since to say that it is “The Fount 


OTL EOTL YVMOTOV EALTO, CAAA καὶ AYVOOLLEV τοῦτο: καὶ ETEL AEYELV OTL ἐστιν πηγη 

of Divinity” , just as The Beautiful Itself and Primal Beauty is The Unity of all that is Beautiful , 
OEOTNTOG, ὥσπερ το KAAOV ALTO καὶ τὸ πρῶτῶς KAAOV EVAG τῶν TAVTOV καλῶν, 
and Equality Itself and Primal Equality is The Unity of all that is equal (for not even in the case of 
και TO ισον ALTO καὶ ἡ TPWTWS IOOTNS EVAG τῶν TAVTOV LOWV (γὰρ οὐδε δπι 
These do we enquire what is Beauty Itself , since we know that it is The Fount/Source of all 
TODTOV ζητοῦμεν τι TO καλον ALTO, AAA’ εγνῶμεν OTL ™MYN τῶν 
Beauty , and we deem this to be sufficient) , in the same way also then , The One is The Fount 


καλῶν. καὶ VOLICOLEV τοῦτο EEAPKELV), οὕτως καιαρὰ τοῖν ἢ πηγη 
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of All Divinity , and which is God-Itself (for every God , inasmuch as It is Divine , derives its 
TAONS θεοτητος, καὶ O εστιν αὐὑτοθξος (yap Tac θεος, καθο θεος, υφεσ- 
Subsistence from The One) ; thus , not even this is absolutely correct . For if , as Plato (Par 1428) 
1109--τηκεν απο τοὺ EvOG): οὖν οὐδὲ τοῦτο απλῶὼς ορθον.γαρ Et, ὡς o Πλατῶν 
says , “There is not even any name for That” , how could we call it God-Itself or anything else ? 
φησιν, EOTLV UNDE μηδεν ονομα EKELV® , TOG AV TPOGAYOPELOLLEV AVTOVEOV ἡ τι AAAO ; 
But this name and all others are entirely inferior to The Unknowable Superiority of The One . 
αλλα τοῦτο KAL TA TAVITA AAA εστι MAVTEAMS KATASEEOTEPA τῆς ἀγνώστου ὑπεροχῆς TOV EVOG. 
But if we must say anything at all in a positive way about it , it seems to me indeed , that it is 
de Εἰ χρῇ Asyelv τι ολῶὼς καταφατικῶς περι αὑτοῦ, SOKEL EMOLYE , WC 
better , by following the decision of Plato , to call It The Fount of Divinity , but just as 
ἄμεινον KATA τὴν ψηφον τοῦ Πλατῶνος, KAAEL ALTO THYNV TAGS θεοτητος, AAA’ ὥσπερ 
in the sense , that we name it The Archetypal Source and The Cause of All and The Goal of all 
δπει και, AEYOLEV αὐτο ἀρχὴν και ALTLOV τῶν παντῶν και TEAOG παντῶν 
and The Object of desire for all ; for all things exist for The Sake of That , and That is The Cause 
καὶ EETOV τοῖς πασιν : γὰρ παντὰα EVEKO εκεινοῦ, καὶ εκεινο αἴτιον 
of All Beauty , as he says himself in the Letters (II-312e) ; because of which , we do not say 
παντῶν καλῶν, ὡς φησιν aADvTOG Ev Επιστολαις : δι᾽ ὧν οὐκ λεγομὲν 
what It is In-Itself , but in what way those that arise after It , are related to It , and of which 
τι ἐστιν αὐτο, AAA’ OTMC τα μετ’ αὐτο προς αὐτο και ὧν 
It is The Cause . Therefore , on the one hand, in a word , Every Divinity is Lead by The One , 
EOTLV αἴτιον. = ODV LIEV Συντομῶς MAGA θεοτῆς EOTL Evayns , 
but on the other hand , The One Itself is nothing else than Divinity-Itself , through which all The 
δὲ TO EV ALTO οὐδὲν ἀλλο ἢ αυτοθξεοτηῆς, δι᾽ NV πασιν 
Gods derive Their Hyparxis of Being Divine , just as all Intellects derive their Highest Quality of 
θεοις Ὀυπαρχξι TO Elval θδοις WG πασινοις TO 
being Intellects from The Primary Intellect , and souls derive their Highest Quality of being souls 
ειναι νοὺς εκ TOD TPM@TOLV VOD , KOL TO ειναι ψυχας 
from The Primal Soul ; for that which is Primarily The Cause of all others being secondarily 
EK τῆς πρώτης ψυχῆς : YAP TO OV πρῶτος αἴτῖον τοις AAAOIC TOD ειναι SELTEPWS 
what It is said to be Primarily . So much then , on the one hand , concerning that . But on the 
omsp AsyetTal πρώτως. Ταῦτα ovv LEV περι TOLTOV : 
other hand , we must now bring in the text , and observe how Plato demonstrates that these 
δὲ καὶ προσάακτξον TH AEEEL , καὶ οπῶς ο Πλατῶν ενδεικνυται ὡς τουτῶν 
negations are not marked by sterility/impotency , but that they Transcend beyond affirmations 
TOV ATOOAGEMV οὐσῶν οὐχι στερητικῶν, GAA εξηρημδνῆὴν τῶν καταφασεῶν 
according to The Superiority of Transcendence . For he says “The One must neither be a Whole , 
καθ᾽ LTEPOYNV . yap φησιν Τοεν δδειοῦτξ ειναι ολον, 
nor must it have parts .” Thus , this use of must , demonstrates The Superiority of Transcendence 
OLTE EXOV LEPN : d& τοῦτο TO SEL δνδεικνυται τὴν ὑπεροχήν 
according to The Good . And the proof of this is , that we do not attach the word must , to those 
Kata toaya0ov. δὲ Τεκμήριον : yap ov προστιθεμεν το ὅδι τοις 
that are deprived . For who would say, “The soul must be ignorant of itself Ὁ For ignorance is ἃ 
EOTEPNHEVOLG . YAP TIC AV ENOL, τὴν WOYNV δει CYVOELV EALTHV ; YAP ἡ αγνοια EOTLV 
privation to gnostic natures . Thus also in the Theatetus (176) , when Plato speaks of evils , he says 
στερήησις τοῖς γνώστικοις : OLTM καὶ εν τῷ Θεαιτήτω αὔὕτος περι τῶν κακῶν  ELTE 
that it was necessary for them to exist . Therefore , the expression “must not be” should not be 
OTl QVOYKALIOV αὐτὰ ξεξιναι. OvV To δει μη Elva οὐ ἔστι 
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applied to privative expressions , but to those states which are Superior ; such as “That which is 


1110 προσοιστεον τοις EOTEPNUEVOIC , αλλα τῶν EEEWV τοῖς κρειττοσι OLOV, το 
Primary , must not Intellect Itself ” inasmuch as It is Superior to Intellection , and “It must not be 
πρῶτον Un νοεξινξαῦυτο, OS KPELTTOV TOD νοεῖν, καὶ del μη Elval 


Many ”, as being Superior to being Many , and “It must neither be a Whole , nor possess parts ” 
TOAAM, WG KPEITTOV τοῦ NOAAG, KaL δδει μη Elvat OAOV UNTE ExXELV HEP, 
as being Superior to These also ; for the expression “must” is not characteristic of privation , but 
ὡς KPEITTOV τουτῶν καὶ : γὰρ το ὅὄξεον EOTL οὐκ σημαντικον στερήσεως, AAA’ 
rather of Superiority . So surely then , as I said , this is what Plato is demonstrating when he adds 


UTMEPOYNSG . καὶ δὴ OvV, οπερ εφην, Τοῦτο o Πλατῶν Ἔνδεικνυμενος προστιθησιν 
the word must , which is sufficient to remind us of the power of these negations , and at the same 


to él, εις ἀρκοῦν ὑπομνησιν τῆς δυναμεῶς TOLTOV TOV ATOOACEWV , καὶ ALO 

time , he shows through this , that the discussion is about that which is Truly Substantial , and not 

δεικνὺς δια TOVTOD OTL TO λογον TNOLELTAL περι APAYUATOG ὑφεστῶτος,, AAA’ οὐχι 
about something that is insubstantial . For who would say about that which is insubstantial , that it 
περι τινος QVOTAPKTOD . yap Tig αν ειποι περι TOD ον ανυποστατοῦ OTL ALTO 
must be insubstantial ? For the expression must , refers to The Wholes that posses 
SEL ELVAL AVUTOOTATOV ; γὰρ TO δεον OMEPETAL τῶν ολῶν EXOVTOV 
The Highest Form of Their Ousia/Hyparxis . 

υπαρξιν 


Parmenides: Is it not the case then , that if It has no parts , neither will It possess 
137d Ovkovv El EXEL μηδὲν μερος, οὐτ’ AV EXOL 
Beginning nor End nor Middle ; for such as these would directly be Its parts ? 
APYNV οὔτε TEAELTHV οὔτε μεσον : YAP THA τοιαῦτα AV NSN ElN αὐτοῦ LEPH 
Aristotle: Quite rightly . (op8wc .) 


In the first place , he separated The One from The Primal Multitude . In the second place , 


IIpotepov εχῶρισε TOEV απο TOV πρώτου πληθους: δεύτερον 
he removed Wholeness from The One , which holds together The Union of The Intellectual Gods, 


αφειλὲ  THVOAOCTHTATOVEVOC, ἢ ODVEYEL τον σύνδεσμον τῶν νοερῶν θεῶν : 
and that it was This that he removed , and not only The Intelligible Wholeness , will become 
KQLOTL ταῦτην αφειλὲν , AAA’ οὐ μονον THV νοητον : EOTAL 
quite clear to us from the Second Hypothesis . Then as we go on, that will also become even 
φανερώτατον ημῖν απο τῆς SevtEepac ὑποθεσεῶς.. δὲ Εἰσομεθα TPOLOVTEG KAKELVO ETL 
more clear , for what reason he began his negations from This Multitude , of which we have also 
φανερώτερον, OU’ NV ALTLAV ηρξατο TOV ATOOAGEMV ATO TOLTOD TOD TANVOLG, ο KAL 
talked about before , and not from The Summit of The Intelligible Realm , which is The One 
ELMOLEV TPOTEPOV , AAA’ OLYL τῆς AKPOTHTOG vontns » ἥἢτις εστιν TO EV 
Being Itself , therefore , it is This that he will remove last , by showing that The One is Beyond 


οναῦτο, AAAM τοῦτο AMALPNOEL TEAELTALOV, δεικνυῶν TO EV EMEKELVO 
The Whole of The Intelligible Realm . And in the third place , he now removes The Beginning , 


παντος τοῦ νοητοῦ. Τριτον , νῦν αφαιῖιρει τὴν ἀρχὴν 
and The Middle and The End, this being a symbol of an Order that is inferior to That which is a 


καὶ TO μεσον καὶ τὴν TEAELTIV , τοῦτο σύμβολον TAGEMG = DELLE VS κατα 
Whole and has Parts ; and we shall also understand how he demonstrates this in turn , on the basis 


1111 to ολον καὶ EYOV TO HEPN : καὶ καὶ ENLOTNOOLEV OMG δεικνυσιν τοῦτο παλῖν εκ 
of what is prior to it , by following his Standards of proof. For if The One does not have parts , 


TOD TPO αὕτου EMOLEVOG τοις KAVOOLV αποδεικτικοις. Yap Εἰ To Ev μὴ EXEL μερη , 
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then It will neither have beginning nor middle nor end ; for everything that has beginning and 
ODTE ECEl ἀρχὴν οὔτε μεσον οὔτε TEAOG: YAP παν EXEL TOAPYNV καὶ 
middle and end has parts . But surely if the one that leads ; then so also the one that follows . 
και μεσον καὶ TEAOG EXOV LEPN . ἀλλὰ μὴν TO NYOLLEVOV, APA TO EMOLEVOV : 
So that when the one that leads is abolished , so also is the one that follows abolished .Therefore , 
apa το NyYODMEVOV αναιϊρεθεν TO E€MOMEVOV OLVAVELAE.  ODV 
having a beginning and middle and end is the symbol of a more partial Order ; for That which is 
EXOV APXNV και μεσον και TEAELTHV EOTL TO σύμβολον Μερικώτερας ταξεῶς : YAP TO 
More-Complete is more nearer to The Cause , while that which is more-particular is further from 


καθολικώτερον ἔστι QCITIMTEPOV , OF TO LEPLKOTEPOV TOPPHTEPM 
The Archetypal Cause , since this also coincides with more practical matters ; for in regards to 
τῆς ἀρχῆς , Emel και συμβαῖνει τοις πραγμασι: yap 


that which has parts , it is not yet clear if it has a beginning and a middle and an end ; for what if 


TO ἔχον EPH, οὐπῶ δῆλον El EXEL GAPXNV και μεσον KAI τελευτὴν : YAP τι 
it is a Whole made up of Two Parts ? And since The Dyad is a Whole in a way , and in sucha 


él) ολον εκ ὅὃυοιν μερῶν ; KALYAP τι ἡ SLAC EOTL OAOV τινα TPOTOV , καὶ ουτῶς 
way as to be The Archetypal Cause of all those that are partible ; but That which has a beginning 
(Ole ἀρχὴν παντῶν τῶν μεριστῶν: SE τὸ εχὸν ἀρχήν 


and middle and end first arises in The Triad. But if one says that every whole is triadic , 


καὶ μεσον καὶ TEAELTNV πρῶτον EV Τριαδι. dE Εἰ τις λέγει παν ολον ELVAL τριαδικον, 

there is nothing to prevent This that is In-Itself , but that which has parts may not yet be perfect , 
οὐδεν K@AVEL τοῦτο κατ᾽ ALTO AAA’ TO εχον HEPN μῆηπῶς Elva TEAELOV , 

since The Perfect and The Whole Preexist it ; and for this reason he did not commence his proof 


τοῦ TEAELOD KALOAOD TpOLTAPYOV : και 510 οὐκ TETOUNTAL τὴν ATOSELELV 
from The Whole , but from that which has parts . But this on the one hand, is also clear from 
απο TOV OAOD, GAA’? amo Tov Eyelv μερη. ἄλλα τοῦτο μὲν, καὶ δηλον aro 
what has been said before ; but on the other hand , some reasonably raise the problem as to how 


TOV TPOELPNLEVO@V : δὲ τινες εικοτῶς αποροῦσι πῶς 
Parmenides can undoubtedly draw the conclusion , “for such as these would directly be Its parts.” 
0 Tlappevidns ἀανενδοιαστῶς ENNVEKKEVTO, YAP τα τοιαῦτα AV NON ElN αὐτοῦ μερήη. 
For on the one hand , this clearly demonstrates to us , that everything which has a beginning and 


yap μεν Τοῦτο σαφῶς επιδεικνυσι ἡμῖν, OTL παν TO ἔχον αρχῆν και 
middle and end , has its own beginning and middle and end as its parts . But on the other hand , 


LEGOV και TEAOG EXEL τὴν EAVTOD APYNV και TO μεσον και TO TEAOG EALTOD μερη : δὲ 
they claim that this is not true ; for surely the line has as its beginning and end a point , but 

φησι TO EOTLV οὐκ αληθες : γοῦν ἡ γραμμή EXEL καὶ ἀρχὴν καὶ TEAOG ONHELOV , CAD’ 
these are not parts of the line ; for nothing which has a limit , has an unlimited number of parts , 
τοσαῦτα OL μερη γραμμῆς : γὰρ OvdEVOG EXOVTOG TEPAS OMEIpa τὰ LEpN , 

but the points are unlimited , thus a line is not made up of points , nor in general , is it possible for 
OE TO ONLELO EOTL AMEI|PA, SE YPALLN EOTLV οὐκ EK σημειῶν, οὐδὲ ολῶς δυνατον 

a magnitude to be composed of points . Surely then , in reply to this difficulty one must first say , 


το μξγεθος ELVA εκ σημειῶν. δὴ Προς ταῦτην τὴν απειριαν πρῶτον PNTEOV , 
on the one hand , that since Plato is making his discussion about The ΟΠΘ, it is reasonable for 


1112 μεν ott Πλατῶν ποιούμενος τον AOYOV ENL TOL EVOG ELKOTOG 
him to say , “that if It has a beginning and middle and end ; then such will be the parts of It ” ; 


ELPT]KEV , El EXEL APYXNV KALMEGOV KALTEAOSG , τὰ τοιαῦτα αν El] LEPN αὐτοῦ : 
for The One will not be heaped together out of unlike elements , as the line is , nor will It have 


γὰρ TO ὃν ξσται OD συμπεφορημενον εξ ανομοιῶν ὡς γραμμη. οὐδὲ εξει 
rt 
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such limits as the line has , but if indeed one is at all to posit an end and middle and beginning 
TOLAVTAG αποπερατῶσεις, AAA’ ELMEP τις OAMG ὑποθειτο τελος καὶ μεσον καὶ ἀρχὴν 
in It , then these elements will be such as to fill up The One, so that they will also have the 
εν αὐτῶ, ταῦτα ἔσται OVUMANPWTIKA τοῦ EVOG , ὥστε KOL αν ἔχοι 
relation of being Its parts ; for It will also have these as parts , just as The Triad has the beginning 
λογον προς ALTO LOPLWV: YAP καὶ EEEl ταῦτα MEPN , ὥσπερ ἡ τριὰς EXEL τὴν ἀρχὴν 
and the middle and the end as Its parts . Thereupon , one might reply that , even if some things 
καὶ TO HEGOV καὶ TO TEAOG AVTA LEPN : E710’ OTL και ει OTTO 
have limits , these in turn would have other parts which are entirely bounded by these limits ; 
EXEL MEPATA, ταῦτα καὶ! AVEXOL PEP τα παντῶς οριζομενα LTO TOLTOV: 
for if things are limits , they must be limits of something , and that which has them, will also be 
γὰρ OVTA TEPATO , EOTL TEPATA τινῶν, καὶ TO EXOVTALTA, ἔσται καὶ 
composed of those elements within which these limits are entirely contained , and will have those 
εξ EKELV@V EV οἷς ταῦτα παντῶς , καὶ δξει Ekelva 
as parts ; so that we may understand the expression “such as these would be Its parts” , not 
μερη : MOTE ακουσομεθα το τὰ τοιαῦτα AV Ell] αὑτοῦ μερη, οὐ 
as referring to limits , but to those that are limited . And because if something has limits , then 
ὡς TATEPATA , CAAA TA ὡς πεπεράσμενα. Και yap El τιμὲν EXEL TEPATA, 
it also has parts ; however , it is not the case that if something has parts , then in all cases it also 
καὶ Exel μβερη: dE οὐκ δι τι μερη, παντῶς και 
has limits ; for it may just have other parts , as it is the case with each of the numbers . Therefore , 
EXEL περατα, αλλα AAA’ ATTA TOV μερῶν, ὥσπερ και EKAGTOG τῶν ἀαριθμων.  ODV 
he was right to say , that “everything which has a beginning and a middle and an end would have 
Ορθῶς εἰιπεν, OTL παν τὸ ἔχον ἀρχὴν KOL HEGOV και TEAELTIV αν EXOL 
parts”, for it is either these , or it is that which is within these . This then , on the one hand, is the 
μερη: YAP ἢ ταῦτα, ἢ ἔστι OIG EOTL EVTALTA. ταῦτα ODV μεν 
first reply one must make . But the second one on the other hand , which would also be far truer , 
Πρῶτον prteov, δεύτερον τις δὲ OAVKALOAIN πολλὼ αληθεστερον, 
is that the word part , is subject to the ambiguity of language . And because , we call a part , that 
OTL TO μβρος ἔστι πολλαχῶς τῶν AEYOHEV@V: καὶ YAP, καλοῦμεν LEPOG , 
which is in a certain way, the same as The Whole, which also possesses all such things partially , 
πῶς ταῦτα τῷ OAW και ἔχον πανταοσα μεέρικος, 
that The Whole possesses Totally , such as each of the many particular Intellects , is a part of 
TO OAOV ολικῶς, οἷον ἕκαστον τῶν πολλῶν ειναι μερος 
The Whole Intellect , although , all of Them are in Each of The Ideas . And The Inerratic Sphere 
TOD OAOD VOD , καῖιτοι MAVTOV οντῶν EV EKAOTM τῶν ειδῶν, καὶ τὴν anAavy 
is a part of The All , although This also embraces The All , but in another way , than that of 
μερος TOD TAVTOG , KALITOL ταῦτης καὶ περιεχούσης TA TAVTA, AAA’ ETEPOV τροπον ἡ ὡς 
The Kosmos . And still the second meaning of the word part is , that which goes to make up the 
0 κοσμος. Kat ett δεύτερον το συμπληρῶμα- 
totality of something , as we call all of the spheres the parts of The All , and discursive-reason 
πτικον τινος, ὥσπερ AEYOLIEV τας ολας OHALPAS μερη TOD TAVTOG , καὶ TO SLAVONTIKOV 
and opinion , the parts of the soul ; for the one set makes up the totality of The All , whereas the 
1113 και δοξαστικον μερὴη τῆς WOXYNG: YAP TO μὲν συμπληροι το παν, 
other set that of the soul . And in addition to these meanings , according to a common meaning , 


ta δὲ τὴν ψυχην. Kat προς τοῦτοις κατατι κοινον ONLALVOLEVOV 
we call a part everything which is in any way coordinated with certain things , to the completion 
AEYOLEV μερος παν το οπῶσουν OLVTETAYHEVOV τισι εις συντελειαν 
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of one thing . For in this way , one might call each one of us , a part of The Kosmos ; not that 
evog . yap Ovta QV ELMOLG εκαστῶν ἡμῶν [EPCOS TOLD κοσμοῦ : οὐχ OTL 
The All as All is made complete by means of us , for The All does not become incomplete when 
TO παν ὡς παν συμπληροῦται δι’ NU@V,yaPTOTaV οὐδὲ YIVETAL ATEAEG 
one of us perishes , but because we are also arranged together with the total parts of The ΑἹ], 
τινος ἡμῶν φθαρεντος : MAA’ OTL NHELG καὶ συντεταγμεθα τοις ολοις μερεσι TOL TAVTOG , 
and we are administered along with all the rest , and we are wholly present in The Kosmos as in 
και συνδιοικουμεθα πασιτοις αλλοις, καὶ EsOLEV OAMS TM κοσμῶῷ WC EV 
a Singular Living Being , and we are ourselves parts of The All and give Completion to It , not 
δνι Cao , και QVTOL MEPN τοῦ παντος και συμπληροῦυμὲδν αὐτο, OLY 
insofar as It exists , but insofar as It is Prolific . Then since , the word part has three senses , 
n ἐστιν, QA’? =n EOTLYOVILOV.  OvV τοῦ μεροὺς Τριῶς AEyODEVOD , 
Plato , in proclaiming that The One has no part is clearly removing the notion of part from It , 
o Πλατῶν προειπὼν ὡς το ὃν EXEL οὐδὲν μερος SNAOVTL AMELAEV τοῦ HEPOLG αὐτοῦ 
in all its senses , and since everything that is any kind of part has multiplicity , but The One 
πασας τας EVVOLAG : καὶ YAP παν TO EXEL οπῶώσουν μερος EXOV πληθος, dE το ὃν 
does not have multiplicity , accordingly then It would not have parts in any way at all . But if 
οὐκ Exel πλήθους, apa οὐδὲ eget μερῃ οὐδαμῶς : δι 
this is the case , then It would not have a beginning nor middle nor end . And since then , these 
τοῦτο . αν οὔτε EXOL ἀρχὴν OVTE μέσον OVTE TEAOS . Καιγὰρ ταῦτα 
would be called the parts of that which possesses them according to the third meaning of part , 
αν Elva mains μερη TOD ἔχοντος AVTA κατα TO τριτον ONLOLVOLEVOV TOD μερους, 
in which , everything that is in any way coordinated with certain things , is said to be a part , 
ο παν TO οπῶσουν ODVTETAYHEVOV τισι φησι ειναῖ μερος 
of that which receives its completion through the coordination of those things ; and since the line 
TODTOD συμπεπληρῶται δια τῆς συνταξεῶς εκεινῶν : καὶ γὰρ ἢ γραμμή 
insofar as it is a line , will inevitably have other parts ; but insofar as it is a limit , it is entirely 
καθο αν γραμμη. AV παντῶς εχοι αλλα UEpy: SE καθο περας, EOTLV παντῶς 
limited by these elements by bringing it to completion ; for because of these it is called 
πεπερασμξνη EK TODTOV ὡς αὑτῆς OVUMANPOTIKO@V : γὰρ διὰ ταῦτα KOAELTOL 
limited , and thus these would be called limited things , even if they were not parts of a line . 
TMETEPAGLEVN , καὶ OLV ταῦτα αν AsSYOLTO TENEPAOHEVA, KALEL μὴ OS γραμμῃ. 
Therefore on the one hand , we respond to this difficulty by making the distinction 
ODV μὲν ἀαπαντήησομεθα (aTAaVTAw) Προς tavtTHV τὴν ἀποριαν διαφοροτητα 
between the various senses of part , and in what way both the beginning and the end should be 
τὴν σημήναντες TOD MEPOVG , καὶ οπῶς καὶ ἢ APYN KOALTOTEAOG ἂν 
described as parts of that in which they are contained . However , on another subject , some 
AEYOLTO μερος EKELVOD EV ὦ EOTL . δὲ αὖ Καθ’ etepav τινες 
raise the problem by looking into how it is that on the one hand , the Athenian Stranger in the 
ATOPOVOL ζητησιν πῶς μεν ο Αθηναιῖος ξενος ev 
Laws (IV-715e) says that God possesses the beginning and middle and end of all living beings , 
Νομοις φησι TOV θεον EXELV APYNV TE καὶ μεσα καὶ TEAELTNV τῶν παντῶν OVTOV , 
whereas on the other hand , Parmenides in the present passage shows that The One has neither 
δε oTlappevidns εν τοῦτοις δεικνῦσιν ὡς EXEL οὔτε 
beginning nor end nor middle . For these statements , they say , are somehow contradictory 
OAPYNV οὔτε TEAELTNV οὔτε HEGOV: YAP TALTA  , AOL, EOTL πῶς υπεναντια 
to each other . Surely then in turn , there are some who reply to this difficulty , that 
1114 αλληλοις. δη Παλιν τινες φασι ταῦτην τὴν αποριαν, OTL 
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The Primal , both possesses beginning and middle and end , and does not possess them ; for 

τοπρῶτον καὶ EXEL OAPYNV καὶ μεσον και τελευτὴν καὶ οὐκ Ἔχει yap 

It possesses them in ἃ hidden way , whereas It does not possess them distinctly ; for It contains 

EXEL κρυφιῶὼς, δὲ οὐκ EXEL διηρημένὼς : yap 

everything within Itself in a manner that is inexpressible and inconceivable to us , but knowable 
παντὰ EV αὐτῷ αφραστῶς καὶ ἀνεπινοητῶς ἡμῖν, δὲ γνώστως 

to Itself . Of which theories once again , we will not accept , for they are multiplying The Primal 

αὐτῶ. Ους παλιν οὐκ αποδεξομεθα πληθυοντας TO πρῶτον 

to some degree ; for This Hidden and Undivided Multiplicity belongs to some other Order 
ONMGOLV : YAP τοῦτο TO KPLOLOV καὶ AOLALPETOV TANVOSG προσήκει τινι AAAN TAEEL 

of Secondary Beings and not to The Primal Itself , which is Free of all Multiplicity . For generally 
TOV SELTEPOV καὶ οὐκ TO TPOTH αὐτῷ TO καθαρεῦοντι MAVTOG πληθους. yap OAWS 

on the one hand , some divisions are Monadic and extend as far as The Intelligible Realm , while 


μεν αι διαιρεσεις εἰσιν αἱ μοναδι καὶ μεχρι τῶν νοητῶν, και 
on the other hand , those extending into Numbers are to be viewed in connection with the orders 
δὲ αι EKTELVOHEVAL εἰς ἀριθμοὺς θεώρουνται διακοσμήησεις περι τας 


subsequent to these ; but The One is Prior to all division and prior all multiplicity , both the 
εφεξης τούτων : δὲ TO EV EOTL TPO πασῆς SLALPEGEWS καὶ TPO παντος πλθους, TE τοῦ 

Unified and the distinct , being exclusively One . But on the one hand , let the argument of this 

NV@LEVOD και OLAKEKPLLIEVOD ὕπαρχον LOVas EV. AAA’ μὲν 0 λογος τουτῶν 

group be set aside as sounding unsound ; for we do not intend to indulge in controversy with 

διαβεβλήσθω φθεγγομενος oabpa: yap ovde προυθεμεθαὰ αντιλξγειν 

others , nor to examine the views of others , unless if taken-up as ἃ by-work . But on the other 


αλλοις, οὐδε EEETACELV τὰ TOV CAAWV , EL μη EOTLV καθ’ οσον TAPEPyOV . δε 
hand , there are others indeed who make a more attractive reply to this difficulty , saying that both 
Ou YE YOAPLECTEPOV ἀπαντῶντες προς τὴν ATOPLAV , ποιξιται OTL καὶ 


the Athenian Stranger and Parmenides are talking about God , but this latter one is talking about 


o μὲν Αθηναῖιος Eevoc καὶ o δε Παρμενιδης AEyovowy περι θεοῦ, AAA’ OVTOG HEV περι 
The God that is Primal and Transcendent over all things , while the former is talking about a 


tov θεοῦ πρώτου Ka ESNPNMEVOD παντος πληθους, δὲ EKELVOG περι 

Certain God Ranked in another order ; for why should we not also say it clearly , by calling Him 
τινος θεοῦ τεταγμένου κατ᾽ CAANV TAELV : YAP TL SEL οὐ καὶ AEYELV σαφῶς AEYOVTOG 
with perfect accuracy , The Demiurge and Father ? For the phrase “going about His circuit” , 


ορθοτατὰ τοῦ δημιουργοῦ καὶ πατρος ; καὶ YAP TO TEPITOPEVOLEVOG 
is not proper to The One , and the statement that “Justice Follows Him” demonstrates to us that 


οὐδὲν TPOOTKEL TH EVIL, καὶ TO τὴν Δικὴν ἐεπεσθαι αὐτῷ EVOELKVOTAL ἡμῖν 
quite another order and a different God is being discussed ; and it is reasonable , to refer those 


παντελῶς αλλην TAELV και AAAOV θεον καὶ Ἔχει λογον αναπεμπειν 
statements to The Demiurge, seeing that on the one hand , He divides The ΑἹ] in three ways 


EKELVO ETL TOV ONLLOLPYOV , μεν τον OLEAOVTA τὸ παν τριίχη 
according to The Demiurgic Triad , and on the other hand , that He Comprehends everything , 


κατα τὴν δημιουργικὴν THY τριαδα,, δε ODUTEPLELANOOTA TA παντα 
according to His Intellectual Cognition , while He Orders everything else along with Justice . 


τῇ vospa γνῶσει , de κατευθύνοντα Ta αλλα μετα της δικῆς. 
Thus on the one hand , these views , as I have said , have also been said correctly . But on the 


οῦν LEV ταῦτα ὠσπερξεφην, καὶ Εἴρηται op0ac: δὲ 
other hand , our leader has solved the objection still more perfectly , saying that it is not the same 


NLETEPOS O καθηγεμῶν ελὺξ τὴν EVOTAOLV ETL τελεώτερον, AEYWV OTL EOTLV μη TALTOV 
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for us to examine how The One is related to Itself and how It is related to others , just as 
1115 ἡμὰς ἐπισκοπεῖν οπῶς TO EV EXEL προς EAVTO καὶ πῶς προς TA ἀλλα, καθαπερ 
we have indicated many times before . Since at the time that these problems are being sorted out , 
ἐεπεσημήηναμεθα πολλακις. δε νῦνι Τούτων τῶν προβληματῶν διακεκριμενῶν, 
it is reasonable that Plato , by considering what does not follow for The One in relation to Itself , 
ELKOTOG οΠλατῶν θεώρῶν TIVO OLY EMETAL τῶξδνι προς ξξαῦτο, 
deny of It , a beginning and middle and end . For as far as we are concerned , these would have 
ATEPNOE αὐτοῦ καὶ ἀρχὴν καὶ μεσον καὶ TEAELTHV γὰρ ημιῖν ταῦτα av 
introduced along with themselves , Multiplicity into The One . Then the Athenian foreign-guest , 
ODVELONVEYKEV πληθος τῷ EVL. ὃδὃὲ ΟΑθηναιῖιος ἕενος 
is indeed not saying what relation God has to Himself , but what relation He has to others , and 
YE ODELPNKEV πῶς O BE0G EYEL προς εαῦτον, ἀλλὰ πὼς EXEL προς AAAQ, και 
that He possesses the beginning and the middle and the end , these being present in everything , 
OTL EXEL τὴν APXNV και TA UECH καὶ τὴν TEAEDTHV , τουτῶν HEV οντῶν EV τοις πασιν, 
but not in God , while God Himself , because He is Prior to everything , is also Free from having 
AAA ovK EV TO θεω, SETOD θεοῦ, διοτι Ἔστι TPO παντῶν και καθαρεῦοντος EYXELV 
beginning and middle and end , but holds together everything that exists , in which these three 
APXNV καὶ MEGA καὶ TEAELTHV , δὲ ODVEEOVTOG TMAVTA TA OVTA , EVOIG ταῦτα τρια 
elements exist . So that even if the discussion is also about The First God in that passage , it does 
τὰ ἔστιν: WOTE καὶ EL TOV AOYOV NOLELTAL καὶ περι TOL πρώτου EV EKELVOIC , 
not clash against what is said here . For the Athenian foreign-guest does not say that God has 
οὐ HAYETAL τοις λεγομενοις ἐνταῦθα... yap o AONvatoc Eevog Ov λξγει ott ο θεος ExEL 
This Triad in Himself and in relation to Himself , but that in some way He Surpasses all those 
ταῦτην τὴν τριαδα EV EAVTM καὶ προς προς EALTOV, AAA’ οπῶς επιβεβηκε πασιν 
beings in which these three elements exist . But if in the Letters (1I-312e) he says that everything 
τοις OLOLV EV Og TALTA TATPLA EOTL. de Et ev EmtotoAatc φησι TA TAVTA 
that exists surrounds The King of All , and since everything exists for His sake , and He is The 
ElVAL TEP TOV PAOIAEA TAVTOV, KOL TOVTO  EKELVOD ἕνεκα καὶ EKELVOV 
Cause of everything that is Beautiful , surely then it is clear that He is The Beginning , The End , 
QITIOV παντῶν TOV καλῶν, δη SNAOV OTL EKELVOG EOTIV ἀρχῇ καὶ TEAOG 
and The Middle of everything , but because of this , He does not Himself possess beginning and 
και μεξσῶν TAVTOV , AAA’ δια τοῦτο οὐδε αὐτος δχει ἀρχὴν καὶι 
middle and end ; for that passage teaches what relation He has in relation to the others , and not 
μεσον και τελευτὴν : γὰρ EKELVA καὶ διδασκει πῶς EVEL προς TAQAAAG , KALOD 
what relation He has to himself . Therefore , The Primal One is beginning , middle and end 
πῶς EXEL προς EAVTOV . ODV TO πρῶτον EOTLV ἀρχῇ, HEGOV , TEAOG 
of others , but He is not of Himself divided into beginning and middle and end ; and since 
Tov GAA@V , αλλ’ οὐ καθ’ ALTO SLALPELTAL εις ἀρχὴν καὶ μεσον καὶ TEAOG : καὶ γὰρ 
on the one hand , He is The Beginning of everything , because everything proceeds from Him ; 


LEV EOTLV αρχη παντῶν OTL παντα ανατεινεται απ’ αὐτοῦ: 
and on the other hand , He is their end , because everything is directed towards Him ; for all 
δὲ τελος , OTL παντα en’ αὐτο : YAP πασα 
the pangs of desire and all natural strivings are directed towards The One , as The Only Good ; 
OIG καὶ MAGA KATA φύσιν OPEEIG προς TO EV, ὡς HOVas ayaBov : 
but He is their middle , because all the centers of beings , whether Intelligible , or Intellectual , 
og μεσον, OTLTAVTO τὰ KEVIPA τῶν οντῶν ELITE νοητῶν , ELITE νοερῶν, 


or psychic , or sensible , are established in Him ; so that The One is The Beginning , and 
ELTE ψυχικῶν, ELTE αἰσθητῶν, EVIOPLTAL EV αὐτῶ, ὥστε TO EV EOTL APXN και 
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The End , and The Middle of everything , but in relation to Himself , He possesses none of these , 
τελος καὶ [HEOOV παντῶν, O& MMPOG ξεξαῦτο , ALTO EXEL οὐδὲν τουτῶν, 
seeing that He possesses no other type of multiplicity ; but certainly not in relation to another : 


1116 διοτι μηδεαλλοτι πληθος., αλλα μὴν οὐδδ προς ETEPOV: 
for He neither has a beginning , because nothing is superior to Him, nor is He derived from 
yop οὐτὲ EXEL APXNV, SlOTL μηδὲν KPELTTOV αὐτοῦ μηδὲ EOTIV aT’ 

a cause ; nor does He have an end , for He does not exist for the sake of anything , but in every 


QUTLAG : οὔτε τελος, γὰρ OLSEVOG ἔστιν ἕνεκα τοῦ, δεπαντῶς 
case , everything that has an end, exists for the sake of something , but Only The One , is That 


παν TOEXOVTEAOG ἔστι ἕνεκα τοῦ , δὲ μονον το EV 
for the sake of which (The Final Cause) , just as matter , and the lowest element of all things , 
EVEKM οὐ, καθαπερ ἡ LAN, KOL TOEGYATOV τῶν OAV 
exists only for the sake of something ; nor is there a middle of the One , around which as middle 
μονον EVEKOL TOD :OLTE ἔστι HEGOV TOL EVOG, MEPL O ὡς LEGOV 
The One exists , in order that The One may not be Many of which there is a middle . Accordingly 
TOEV ἔστι, Iva TO EV μη El) πολλὰ ὧν ἔστι [EGOV: αρα 
then , The One is Transcendent over all these things , and one should not apply any of these to It , 


TO EV ECNPNTAL TAVT@V τοῦυτῶν καὶ οὔδεν TPODHEPELV τουτῶν αὐτῶ, 
but , just as Plato indicates , we should abide with negations themselves . For when we say 


αλλ’, ὥσπερ O TIAGtT@V LONYETAL, μενεῖν ETL TOV ATOOACWV ALTOV . YAP OTAV AEYMHEV 
that It is an Object of Desire or an Goal , we also clearly mean the stretching-forth of others ; for 


QvTO EdETOV ἢ τελος Και δηλοῦμεν τὴν ανατασιν τῶν αλλῶν : γὰρ 
by the force of nature everything after The Primal strives towards The Primal. For if they are 


AVAYKN φυσεῶς παντὰ μετὰ τὸ πρῶτον εφιεται TOD πρώτου : YAP AV KEKEVTPLO— 
centered and rooted in The Primal , how could they not strive towards their own Cause ? These 


πμενα καὶ EVEPPLCMLEVA TO TPOTH πῶς δύναιτο μη εφιεσθαι της EALTOV αἰἴτιας ; Ταῦτα 
then, are those that have taken-on a relation with That , but That is equally Transcendent over all . 


OLV ἔστι TO AVASESEYLEVE τὴν σχξσιν προς EKELVO .δὲ EKELVO ομοιῶς EENPNTAL ἀπαντῶν. 


Parmenides: And surely end and beginning are indeed The Limit of everything Ὁ 

137d καὶ μὴν TEAEDTH καὶ ἀρχῆ YE περας EKQOTOD . 

Aristotle: How could they not ? (πὼς δ᾽ ov 5) 

Parmenides: Accordingly then , The One is Unlimited , if it has neither beginning nor end ? 
apa TO EV ἄπειρον. ELEYELUNTE APYNV μῆτε τελευτήν. 

Aristotle: Unlimited. (απειρον.) 


On the one hand , in the second hypothesis , in the interests of establishing This Triad , 


μὲν Ent της δευτερας ὑυποθεσεὼῶς προς TO ὑποστήησασθαῖι ταῦτην τὴν TPLASE , 
I mean The Beginning , The Middle and The End , he establishes , after The One and Many , and 


AEyYO TNHVAPYNV , το μεσον, τὴν τελεῦύτην DLOLOTHOL μετα TO EV καὶ πολλα και 
The Whole , and That which has parts , The Limited and The Unlimited , arranging together 


TO ολον καὶι ἔχον HEPN το πεπεράσμξνον καὶ αἀπειρον, συνταττῶν 
These Three Sets of Antitheses ; for These are indicative of a Single Divine Order , in Its Aspects 


ταῦτας τρεῖς αντιθεσεις : YAP ταῦτα EOTL σημαντικα μιας θειας TAEEWG , 
of Abiding , and Proceeding-forth , and Returning towards Itself while Holding Itself-Together 


μενουσης, καὶ MPOLOLONG καὶ συννευοῦσης προς EALTNV καὶ συνεχουσης EALTNV 
in Its Summit of Hyperbolic-Excellence . And then in this way he first generates , That which has 


KOT’ AKPav ὑπερβολὴν . Ἐπειθ’ οὐτῶσι πρῶτον γεννα TO ἔχον 
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extremities on the one hand , and then those that have the beginning and the middle and the end , 


TO EOYATH LEV Ἔπειτα TO EXOVTA τὴν ἀρχὴν καὶ TO μεσον καὶ τὴν TEAEDTHV , 
but in the third place , the straight and the curved , and the mixture of these , as being tokens 
δὲ τριτον το εὐθὺ Kal περιφερες καὶι μικτον GAANS οντὰ συνθηματα 


after those , of a Second Divine Order ; but in these present subjects , after The Whole 

1117 pet’ exewny devtepac θειας ταξεῶς : SE EV AVTOIG VOVL TPOKELLEVOLG , META TO OAOV 

and That which has parts , he denies of The One The Exceptional Triad , of The Beginning , The 

καὶ TO EYOV μβερῃ , ANEMNOE τοῦ EVOG τῆν εξηρημξνην Tplada , THY ApYNV , TO 

Middle , and The End, and from this he concludes that It is also Unlimited , but This Unlimited 

LEDOV , τὴν TEAEDTHV , καὶ ATO TOLVTOD OLVNYAYEV OTL EOTL καὶ ATELPOV , ὃξ TO τοιοῦτον 

is That which does not have an extremity . For there is no extremity in The Unlimited , neither 

EOTL TO οὐκ εχον ἔσχατον . γὰρ EOTIV οὐδὲν EOYATOV Εν TM ANELPW , οὔτε 

as being a beginning , nor as an end. Therefore , on the one hand , he could have also shown that 

ὡς OV ἀρχῇ ,OVLTEMGTEAOG.  ODvV LEV Hédvvato και δειξαιτο 

The One is without beginning and without end from not having extremities , but The One does 

TO EV QVAPYOV KOL ATEAEOTHTOV AMO TOL μη EXYElV εσχατα, SE TO 

not have extremities from not having parts nor from being Many . But he leads the discussion 

UN EXOVY EOYATA ATO TOD μη EXELV μερη μηδε ειναι TOAAG : SE προαγῶν TOV λογον 

forward by means of more familiar concepts , by first demonstrating from Its not having parts that 
δια γνωριμώτερῶν τῶν μεν εὐθὺς ενδειξεν απο τοῦ UN EXELV HEPT ὡς 

accordingly , The One is without beginning and without end , in order that there may indeed not 


apa TOEV EOTL AVAPYOV καὶ ατελεύτητον, wa μη 
be three , instead of one. Thus , from the demonstration of this he has derived as an additional 
τρια ανθ’ evog. de Ano δειχθεντος τοῦτοῦ Edafev ὡς δλοιπον 


porism , that The One is also Unlimited , if It is without beginning and without end , by changing 


TOPLOUG, OTLTOEV καὶ ANMELPOV,ELEOTL  AVAPYXOV και ATEAEDTITOV , μεταλαβὼν 
for the beginning and the end , The Limit , which is surely the same as the extremity . Therefore , 


τὴν APXNV και τὴν TEAEDTIV TO TEPAS , O δὴ TALTOV TH EOXATH. οῦν 
it seems to me, that this Unlimited we have here , does not simply indicate the negation of Limit , 


Δοκξι μοι τοῦτο TO ATELPOV LEV VOV OLY ATAWS δηλοῦν TO ATOPATLKOV TOD TEPATOG , 
but the removal of all extremities . Since then , in the second hypothesis he affirms that It has an 


αλλα TO αναϊρετικον TOV EGYATOV . τοινὺν Ev τῇ δεύτερα καταφασκῶν TO EXELV 
extremity , here , it is reasonable that , by denying this , he should demonstrate that The One is 


ἔσχατον Ἔνταυθα εικοτῶς ANOPACKMV τοῦτο αποδεικνυσι το EV 
Unlimited , by not having extremities , which we are surely accustomed to call limits ; but that 


απειρον, WGN EYOV εσχατα, a én εἰώθαμεν KOAELV περατα : OE EKELVO 
characteristic of being Limited and its opposite of The Unlimited Itself , which he will surely 


TO πεπεράσμενον καὶ TO ALVTUKELMEVOV OTELPOV ALT®, α én 
affirm of The One after The Whole and The Parts in the second hypothesis (Parm145a) , he thus 


καταφήσει TOL EVOG μετα TO OAOV καὶ TA HEPT KATA τὴν SEvTEPAV ὑποθεσιν δε 
leaves aside , as having removed it along with The Whole and the parts , or with much greater 


παραλειπει. ὡς EXOV AVNPNLEVOV ALTO HETA TOL OAOD καὶ TOV μερῶν N EK TOAAOD 
reason , and prior to this , by means of the Many . For every Limited , and every 


MEPLOVTOC(TEpteipt) καὶ TPO TODTOD δια TOV πολλῶν. yap Παν πεπερασμενον καὶ παν 

Unlimited Multiplicity is either Many alone , or it is both a Whole and has parts at the same time . 

αἀπειρον πλῆθος εστι ἡ πολλὰ μόνον, ἢ καὶ OAOV καὶ ἔχον μερῃ αμα 

Then if on the one hand , It possesses its Unlimitedness potentially , but is in actuality Limited , 
él μεν EXOV τοαπειρον SLVALEL , OE KAT’ EVEPYELAV πεπεράσμενον 
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and is also some Whole , and also has parts , then through this it is Many. But if on the one hand , 
OVKOL τι OAOV , καὶ EYOVUEPNH, δια τούτου ον πολλα: SE EL LEV 
it is separately Limited and on the other hand , separately Unlimited , in actuality (But this is 
OV χώρις πεπεράσμξνον δὲ χώρις ἀπειρον κατ᾽ EVEPYELAV . δὲ 
impossible to be the case at the same time) , it is on the one hand , a Whole and has parts , while 
QSVVATOV Apo ον τῇ μὲν TLOAOV και ἔχον HEPN , 
on the other hand , there is nothing to prevent it from only being many ; for although The 
τῇ δὲ μη κωλύομξνον μονον ELVOLL πολλὰ γὰρ και TO 
Unlimited is not a Whole , it is nevertheless Many . Therefore , in the same way that he denied 
QMEIPOV OVOLDY OAOV EOTIV ομῶς πολλα: οῦν Ὥπερ απεφησε 
The Whole and the having Parts of The One , it was also possible to deny of It , The Limited 
1118 to ολον καὶ TO ἔχον HEPH . ἣν καὶ SVVATOV ATOPAOKELV TALTN TO TETEPAOHEVOV 
and The Unlimited . But on the one hand , concerning what this may mean , and in what way The 
καὶ TO ameipov.AAAQ μεν οτι ταῦτα MOTE VOEL καὶ οπῇῆῇ TO 
Whole and The Parts are Coordinated with each other , by means of These : The Limited and The 
OAOV καὶ τὰ MEP GVLVTETAKTAL  GAANAOIC , δι᾽ EKELVOV TW πεπερασμενῶ καὶι 
Unlimited , will become clear to us , when we are talking about The Multiplicity of The Gods . 
QNEIPM EOTALKATASNAOV ἡμιν, OTAV λεγῶμεν περι Tov πληθοὺς τῶν θεῶν: 
But now on the other hand , our subject is to discuss in what way The One is The Cause of all , 
νὺν δε MPOKELTAL λέγειν οπῶς το ὃν αἴτιον TAVTOV , 
and in what way It gives Subsistence to All The Divine Numbers . Therefore , in turn , some are 
και OMG LOLOTNOL παντας τοὺς θειοὺς αριθμους. οῦν παλιν τοῦτοις 
thus accustomed to raise the question in what sense The One is Unlimited . And some declare 
de e1M@0aot Ζητειν εν πῶς TOEV απειρον: KOL οιμεὲεν φασιν 
that The One is called Unlimited in the following sense ; that It is Untraversable and is The Limit 
TO EV προσειρησθαι ATELPOV ODTO . ὡς αδιεξιτητον καὶ ὡς περας 
of Wholes (for it is called The Unlimited in two ways , the one , as being The Incomprehensible 
TOV OAV (YAP AEYETAL TO ATELPOV διχῶς =, TO μὲν οἷον TO αλήηπτον 
and Untraversable , the other , as That which is The Limit , by not having any other limit : and 
καὶ αδιεξιτητον, TOOEOLOV TO O EOTL περας un syxYov aGAAO περας: και 
therefore , The One is Unlimited in both senses , as being both Incomprehensible and also 
ODV TO EV ELVALATMELPOV αμφοτερῶς, ὡς TE OANTTOV καὶ 
Indescribable by all those that are secondary , and as being The Limit of Wholes and by not 
απεριήηγητον TAL τοις OELTEPOIG, καὶ WC TEPAG TOV OAV καὶ μη 
being Itself in need of any other limitation) ; while others take it in the sense of Its Unlimited 
αὐτο SEOMEVOV UNSEVOG AAAOD TEPATOG ): Ol dE ως απειρο-- 
Power and as being Generative of everything , and as being The Cause of all The Unlimitedness 
πδύναμον και ὡς YEVVITIKOV TAVT@V, και WC αἴτιον πασῆς τῆς απειριας 
that is inherent in The Real-Beings by extending The Gift of Itself throughout The Whole of The 
δν τοις οὐσιν EKTELVOV τὴν δοσιν EavTOD δι’ ολῶν τῶν 
Real-Beings : for everything is contained in The One , and exists because of The One , and none 
οντῶν :γὰρ TNAVTA KATEYETAL EV TMEVL καὶ EOTL δια TO EV, καὶ οὐδ’ 
would be able to Subsist unless they become One by their own nature . But others , take it in the 
αν δύναιτο ὑποστηναι μη YEVOMEVA EV KATA τὴν εαὐτῶν φυσιν: OL dE 
sense that , since Intellect is The Limit , and since The One is above Intellect , for this reason also 


ὡς Emeldn OVOLG περᾶς, οτι TO EV Ὁπερ νοῦν, διατοῦτο και 

they have called It Unlimited ; for they say , that it is only these two aspects that Plato predicates 

εἰρήκασιν ALTO AMELPOV: γὰρ φασι, μονον ταῦτα δὺο οΠλατῶν τιθησιν 
rt 
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of The One , The Unlimited and The Unmoved , since Intellect is Limit , but The Soul is Motion , 
ETL TOD EVOG , TO AMELPOV TE καὶ TO AKIVTOV , ξπειδη VOUS HEV περας, SET ψυχή κινησις, 
by demonstrating that That is Superior to both Intellect and Soul ; for there are Three Ruling 
ἐνδεικνύμενος OTL EKELVO KPELTTOV καὶ VOD καὶ ψυχῆς : YAP ELVAL τρεις τας ἀρχικας 
Underlying-Realities , of which The First Leads The Remaining Two .However , we consider that 


ὑποστάσεις, ὧν τὴν πρώτη ξεξηγεισθαι Tar δυοιν. δὲ Hpetc νομιζομεν 
all such propositions have a certain attraction , although we accept some more , and others less ; 
παντα TA τοιαῦτα YAPlEVTIa =, EL KL ἀποδεξομεθα TA μὲν μαλλον, Ta SE NTTOV : 


whereas we are indeed very strongly persuaded by our own Leader , who also in this passage has 
δε YE πανὺ σφοδρα πεισομξεθα τῷ ἡμετερὼ καθηγεμονι (Syrianos) , καὶ EV τοῦτοις 
unerringly tracked-down the reasoning of Plato , and we recommend that all the lovers of seeing 
εὐθυβολὼς τεθηρακοτι τὴν διανοιαν τοῦ Πλατῶνος, καὶ AELMOOLEV τοὺς φιλοθεαμονας 
The Truth , to see first , on the one hand , how many Orders of The Unlimited there are among 
TNS AANVELAG OPAV πρῶτον μεν TOOL TAEEIG τῆς AMEIPIAG εἰσιν ὃν 
Real-Beings , then afterwards , to see how many Processions of The Limit there are , such as 
τοῖς OLOL , Ἔπειτα TOLL προοδοι τοῦ περατος OlOV 
Those set-over against These , and after that , to turn to the remaining consideration of what kind 
1119 αντικειμεναι ταῦταις, καὶ μετα ταῦτα ἐπισκέπτεσθαι λοιπον τι 
of The Unlimited we have here ; for by pursuing the inquiry into this subject in this manner , 
το ἀπεῖιρον ενταῦθα : YAP HETOVOL τὴν CNTNOLV TOD TPOKELLLEVOD TOV τοῦτον τροπον 
the whole intention of Plato will readily become clear . Now then, in order to make our start 
to παν βούλημα Πλατῶνος pasi@s ἀναφανήσεται. TOLVLV Iva ποιησώμεθα τὴν ἀρχὴν 
from below , one must also see The Unlimited in matter on the one hand , because of itself it is 


καθωθεν, Kat θεατεον Τὴν απειραν ext της ὑλης μὲν , διοτι Kad’ αὐτὴν 
indefinite and shapeless and formless , whereas on the other hand , the forms and shapes are the 
QOPLOTOS καὶ ἀμορῴφος καὶ AVELOEOG , δὲ TO ELON] καὶ AL μορφαι 


limits of matter . It may be also seen in the unqualified body in respect to division ; for this is 


περατα τῆς LANG: θεατξον καὶ ETL TOD ATOLOLD σώματος KATA τὴν διαιρεσιν : YAP τοῦτο 

the primal entity which is divisible to infinity, insofar as it is the first to be extended . Then on the 
πρῶτον SLOLLPETOV ET’ ALTELPOV , QTE πρῶτον διαστατον : 

other hand , it must be seen in the primal qualities that subsist about The Unlimited , in which 


δὲ θεατεον κατα TAG πρώτας ποιοτητας LPLOTALEVAG περι το αἀπειρον, EV αἷς 
qualities , the more and less primarily exist ; for these are also the elements by which Socrates 

TO μαλλον και NTTOV MPWTALG EOTL : YAP ταῦταις και ο LOKPATNS 

characterized The Unlimited in the Philebus (240). And it may certainly also be seen throughout 


EXAPAKTNPLOE TO ἀπειρονὲν Φιληβω : μην καὶ θεατεον = ETL 
The Whole Realm of Generation ; for It also possesses The Unlimited , both in respect to Its 


τῆς πάσης YEVEOEWG : YAP αὑτὴ καὶ EXEL TO AMELPOV TE κατὰ τὴν 
Perpetual-becoming and in Its unending cycle , and by the unlimited/indefinable exchanges 
QELYEVVI OLAV καὶ ταῦτης ἀπαῦστον TOV KUKAOV , καὶ κατὰ TAG MOPLOTODS εξαλλαγας 
of those that are generated , as they perpetually come into being and are dissolved , among which 
τῶν YEVVITIK@V , αξδι γινομενῶν καὶ φθειρομενῶν, ὃν OIG 
infinity also exists according to multitude , by only being bound into the process of becoming , 


ῃ ANELPLA καὶ EXEL KATA πληθος μονον οὐσα TEPIOEOLEVOD EV TH γινεσθαι τὴν γενεσιν 
but never truly is . But even Prior to these The Unlimited may be seen in The Heavenly Circuit . 


de μηδεποτε οὐσα. ὃξ Προ TOUT@V TO ATELPOV DEATEOV ETL τῆς κυκλοφοριας TOD οὐρανοῦ: 
For It also possesses The Unlimited because of The Unlimited Power of That which moves It ; 


γὰρ αὐτῇ καὶ EXEL το ATMELPOV δια THV απειροδυναμιᾶν τοῦ κίινοῦντος : 
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for on the one hand , body , insofar as it is body , does not have unlimited power , but on the other 

yap μεν σῶμα, καθο σῶμα, ODK EXEL απεῖρον δυναμιν, δὲ 

hand , by its participation of Intellect , even the body exists always , and its motion is infinite . 

δια τὴν μετουσιᾶν TOD VOD καιτο σῶμα EOTL GEL , καὶ ἢ κινησις ATELPOG : 

Surely then It is Unending and Connective , by making the same aspect both end and beginning . 

γοῦν ἐστι AKATAANKTOG καὶ OLVEXNG TMOLODUEVN τοαῦτο TE TEAEDTHV καὶ ἀρχήν. 

And prior to these , The Unlimited must be seen in The Soul ; for in thinking in a transitive way , 

Και προ TOUTWV TO ATELPOV ANTTEOV ENL της ψυχῆς : yap voovoa μεταβατικὼς 

It possesses the power of Unceasing motion , and is Perpetual-Motion , by joining Its Circuits 
EXEL δῦναμιν ATALOTOD KIVIOEMS καὶ EOTLV αεικινητος, συναπτοῦσα τας TEPLOSOLG 

to each other , and by producing an Activity which is Unwearied and Always One and Unfailing . 

αλληλαῖς, καὶ ποιουμενή τὴν EVEPYELAV καὶ ATPLTOV και GEL μιὰν καὶ OVEKAELTTOV . 

Furthermore , prior to The Soul , The Unlimited must be seen in the case of Time Itself , being 

Ett προ τῆς ψυχης θεατεον En’ TOD YPOVOD αὐτοῦ 

The Measure of The Whole Circuit of The Soul ; for This is Unlimited as a Whole , because of Its 

TOD μετροῦντος πασαν MEPLOSOV τῆς ψυχῆς : YAP OVTOG EOTLV ATMELPOG OAOG , διοτι αὐτοῦ 

Activity , through which It unfolds the motions of souls , and through which It measures their 

ἢ EVEPYELA , δι᾽ NG AVEALOOEL τας κινήσεις TOV ψυχῶν καὶ δι’ ἧς LETPEL αὐτῶν 

circuits , as it proceeds according to Number , which is Unlimited in Its Power ; for It never 

1120 tac περιοδους. ιοῦσα κατ᾽ APLOLOV EOTL AMELPOG KATA τὴν δυναμιῖιν : γὰρ οὐδεποτξ 

ceases Abiding and Proceeding , by both clinging fast to The One , and by unfolding The Number 

ἀπολήγει μενοῦσα καὶ TPOLOVOE , καὶ ἀντεχομενα TOD EVOG, καὶ AVEAITTOVOG TOV apLOLLOV 

which measures the motions of wholes . But surely , even prior to Time , I see The Unlimited 

TOV μετρητιῖκον TOV κινησεῶν TOV OAMV . AAA δη καὶ TPO TOL YPOVOM μοι θεὼ το aTELPOV 

in The Intellect Itself and Intellectual Life ; for It is Intransitive and is Always a Totality and is 

EM’ TOD VOL αὐτοῦ και τῆς VOEPAS CHS: γὰρ ALTN αμεταβατῶς KALAEL πασα καὶ 

Present as a Whole , thus It is Eternal and Unlimited in Power. But The Eternal and Unfailing 

TOPEOTlv αθροα, dE αἰώνιος καὶ απειροδύυναμος : δ᾽ TO AELKIVNTOV καὶ ἀνεκλειπτον 

Continuity , is The Virtue of Its Essential-Being and Power , which is Never-Failing , so that 

εστι αὐτῆς οὕὔσιας καὶ δυναμεῶς ουκ EMIAEITODONS, AAA’ 

It always maintains Its Unsleeping Life , and through which everything that is in motion is always 
asl Exovons ToaypontovCnv, καὶ δι᾽ nv παν τοκινοῦμενον CEL 

able to always keep moving , by participating through its motion of stable infinity . 

δύναται GEL κινεῖσθαι, LETEXOV EV TY] κινήσει της EOTHONS απειριας. 


And The Unlimited does not only extend as far as These , but also , Prior to Intellect , The Much- 
Και το απειρον οὐκ μονῶν αχρι τούτων, αλλα καὶ προ τοῦ νοῦ oO πολυ-- 
Celebrated Eternity Itself is Wholly Unlimited, which also Comprehends The Whole Intellectual 


πῦμνητος AlLMVAVLTOG παντῶς ANMEIPCG, OG καὶ περιξχξι πασαν νοεραν 
Eternity . For from where would Intellect derive Its Eternal Life other than from Eternity Itself Ὁ 


απειριαν : yap ποθεν TO VO TO AL@VIOS CNV ῃ εκ τουαιῶνος; 
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Therefore , Eternity Itself is The Unlimited , Prior to Intellect according to Power ; or rather 
ObV Ουτος απειρος προ νοῦ κατα τῆν dvvaptv : δὲ μαλλον 
All Others Beings are Unlimited according to Power , but Eternity is Power Itself ; for what else 
TO μὲν αλλα αἀπειραὰ κατα τὴν δυναμιν, δὲ ο ALAV δύναμις : γὰρ τι αλλο 
is The Primal Eternity if not Power Itself . Surely then , it remains for us to ascend to The Primal 
EOTLV O πρώτως CL@V οὐκ ἡ δυναμις. én λοιπον avadpaps Ex’ τὴν Tpwtrotnv 
Fountain Itself , of The Unlimited and The Hidden Cause of all Other Unlimited Beings 


TNYNV QAVTNV TNS απειριας καὶ τὴν κρυφιον CLTLAV TOV παντῶν ATELPOV γεννησας 
whatsoever , and having ascended you will see that All Beings are Unlimited according to The 


OTOLOLDV , καὶ AVAdPALOV OWEL παντα αἀπειρὰ κατὰ τὴν 
Power from That Source . For such is , if you will , The Unlimited Itself ; for such is what is 


δύναμιν  ekeiWev . yap Τοιοῦτον, et BovAsl, TO ALTOATELPOV : YAP τοιοῦτον 
called by Orpheus , Chaos , about which he himself has said , 


παρ᾽ Ορφει TO χαος, περι οὐ καὶ EKELVOG EIPNKE , 


Nor was there any Limit beneath It . 
Οὐδὲ NV τιπεραᾶας ὑπ᾽ το. Orphic Frag 52 


For if on the one hand, Eternity is also Unlimited because of Its Everlastingness , nevertheless 
γὰρ 8ι LEV QUOV και απειρος δια το αδι : αλλα 
without a doubt , by being The Measure of Those that are Eternal/infinite is also a Limit ; Chaos , 
δήπου ως LETPOV TOV αιωνιῶν EOTL καὶ περας : TO χαος 
on the other hand , is Primally Unlimited and Solely Unlimited , and is The Fountain/Source of 
δὲ πρῶτῶς απειρον καὶ μονῶς ἀπειρον, KOL myn 
All that is Unlimited/infinite ; whether Intelligible , Intellectual , Psychic , corporeal or material , 
TOONS OMELPLAG VONTNS , VOEPAG , WOXIKNS, σωματικῆς, DAIKNS. 
You see then , how many Orders of The Unlimited there are , and how those that are secondary 
Ορας ovv, ooo ταξεις τῆς απειριας . καὶ ὡς αι δεύτεραι 
depend upon Those Prior to them ; for either both material infinity is held together through the 
ECNPTNVTAL τῶν TPO αὐτῶν: γὰρ N TE ὑλικὴ απειριὰ σύνεχεται δια TIS 
perpetuity-of-generation , or both the perpetuity-of-generation is never-failing by reason of the 
αξιγενεσιας . τὲ αξιγενεσια στιν ἀνεκλξειπτος διὰ τὴν 
perpetual-motion of the Aether , and the perpetual-motion (other) of the Aether is Perfected 
αξικινησιαν TOL αἴθερος, καὶ ἡ αξεικινησια TOD αἴθερος αποτελειται 
by The Unceasing Circuit (Same) of The Divine Soul ; for It is an imitation of That Circuit , and 
δια τὴν ATALOTOV TEPLOSOV τῆς θειας ψυχῆς : γὰρ EOTIV μιμημα EKELVNS , KOL 
That Circuit is unfolded through The Connective and Unfailing Power of Time , 
1121 ἡ tavtys περιοδος AVEAITTETAL δια τὴν σύνεχη καὶ AVEKAELTTOV δυναμῖν τοῦ χρονου 
which makes beginning and end the same by means of the temporal instant/now/present , and 


TMOLODHEVN APYNV καὶ TEAELTNV τὴν ALTHV δια TO YPOVIKOV TO νῦν . καὶ 
Time energizes infinitely by virtue of The Intellectual Unlimited , which is Eternally Stable ; for 
O χρονος EVEPYELATEIPMS SIA τὴν VOEPAV ATELPLAV τὴν AEL EOTWOAV: YAP 
That (Time) which proceeds according to Number , when it is infinite , is infinite by virtue of 
το lov κατ’ αριθμον, οταν ἡ ἀπειρον, GAMELPOV δια 
an Eternally Abiding Cause , around which This Unfolds Itself , and about which It Dances-round 
QEL HEVOLOAV QITIAV, περι NV τοῦτο EAITTETAL καὶ nv TEPLYOPELEL 
in a manner that is The Same. And Intellect possesses Eternal Life by Virtue of Eternity ; for 
ὡσαύτως . Καὶ ονοὺς τον αἰῶνα Cn δια EN’ ATELPOV ; γὰρ 
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The Eternal/perpetual is Imparted to all from Eternity , and it is This , upon which all depend for 
TO QLOVLOVKIK πᾶσιν EK TOD αἰῶνος, καὶ ἐστιν OVTOG OVEV πασι EENPTNHTAL 
their Essential-being and their life ; some more manifestly , others more obscurely ; and Eternity 
TO ειναι TE KAL CNV: τοῖς LEV EVAPYEOTEPOV , τοῖς δὲ AUDSPOTEPOV , καὶ ο ALM@V 
is Unlimited by Virtue of The Fountain of The Unlimited , which Provides Unfailingness from 
απειρος διὰ τὴν πηήγην τῆς απειριᾶς, N χορήγει το ἀνεκλξιπτον 
Above to All Essences and Powers and activities and circuits and generations . 
ανῶθεν KOL πάσαις οὐσιαῖς και δυναμεσι και EVEPYELOLG καὶ περιοδοις καὶ γεννεσεσιν. 
And so these orders of The Unlimited ascend as far as to That , and from That , descend ; for as 
Και 7 ταξις TOV ATELPWVAVLOLOL μεχρι ταῦτης, καὶ απο ταῦτης KATLOVOLV : γὰρ καὶ 
The Order of Beauties descends from Beauty Itself , and The Order of Equalities , from Primal 
τῶν καλλῶν ATO TOD ALTOKAAAOLS, καὶ NT@VLOOTHTOV απο τῆς πρώτης 
Equality , so also , The Order of Infinities descends from The Unlimited Itself (ET 92). 
LOOTNTOG , καὶ N TOV απειρῶν απο TNS ALTOATELPLAS . 
So much then on the one hand , has been said concerning The Orders of The Unlimited . 
τοσαῦτα AAAa LEV εἰρήσθω περι τῶν ταξἕξῶν TOD απειρου: 
But on the other hand , we must now examine the series of The Limit which proceeds together 
δὲ EMLOKETTEOV τὴν σεῖραν TOD TEPATOG συμπροιοῦυσαν 
with This Order from Above . For These Two Causal Sources ; The Limit and The Unlimited , 
ταῦτη avadev . γὰρ ταῦτας Avo αἰτιας TEPAG και απειρον, 
were produced at the same time by God, or , if you wish us to speak in Orphic terms , Aether 
TOPNYAYEV αμα Ο θεος, ἡ 8ι βούλει ἡμας λεγεῖν Ορφικῶὼς , αἰιθερα 
and Chaos. For on the one hand , The Unlimited is Chaos , as being Distributive of every Power 
και χαος. yap μεν Το απειρον EOTLV χαος, ὡς YOPNTIKOV πάσης δυναμεῶς 
and every form of The Unlimited , and as being Comprehensive of all others , and is , as it were , 
καὶ πασης QMELPIAG , καὶ ὡς περιλήπτικον TOV ἀαλλωῶν, και οἷον 
The Most Unlimited of all those that are Unlimited/infinite . But on the other hand , Aether is 
TO απειριτατον TOV OTELPOV : δε ο a8np 
The Limit , because this aether also limits and measures everything . Therefore , on the one hand , 
TO TEPAG OTLODTOG O ALONP και TEPATOL AVS μετρεῖ τὰ παντα. ODV LEV 
The Primary Limit is The Limit Itself , The Fountain and Foundation of all Limits ; Intelligible , 
Πρῶτον MEPAG ἔστι TO ALTOMEPASG TNYN καὶ στήριγμα TAVTOV TOV TEPATOV , νοητῶν, 
Intellectual , Super-Kosmic , En-Kosmic , by Pre-subsisting Itself as The Measure and Limit of 


νοερῶν, ὑπερκοσμῶν, εγκοσμιῶν, TPOLTAPYOV ALTO μετρον και ορος 
All Beings. But on the other hand , The Second Limit is That which Subsists according to 
TOV TOVTOV . δε Δεύτερον το κατα 


Eternity , for Eternity is at the same time both Unlimited , as it has been 5814, and Limit ; for 
1122 tov αιῶνα : YAP ALWV EOTLV OOD καὶ ATMELPOG , ὡς εἴρηται, καὶ περας : yap 
on the one hand , as far as It is The Cause of Unfailing Life and The Power that Provides 


μὲν καθο εστιν αἴτιος AVEKAEITTOD ζωης καὶ ὡς δυναμις τοῦ χορήγος 
Everlastingness , It is Unlimited ; but on the other hand , inasmuch as It is The Measure of All 
QEL . ἔστι ATMELPOS : δὲ καθο εστι μετρον πασης 


Intellectual Activity and The Limit of The Life of Intellect , Limiting It from Above , It is Limit . 


νοερᾶς EVEPYELAG καὶ Opag τῆς CwNS τοῦ νοῦ οριζῶν αὑτὴν ανῶθεν, EOTL TEPAC : 
And generally It is also of Those that Subsist from The Mixture of The Limit and The Unlimited , 


και OAWS AVTOG ἔστι καὶ TOV DOLOTALEVOV EK TOV μικτῶν TMEPATOG καὶ απειριας, 
from which source we do not see fit to call It That which is Primarily Unlimited ; for that which is 


οθεν οὔτε αξιουμεν λεγειῖιν το πρώτως απειρον : γὰρ το 
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in ἃ Primary way , is Transcendent over every pair of those that are mixed , as Socrates says in 


πρώτως EENPNTAL εκατεροὺ τῶν παντῶν μικτῶν, ὡς ο LWKPATHS φησιν EV 
the Philebus (230). Now then , the third class of The Limit must be seen in Intellect ; for insofar 


to Φιλήηβω . TOWDV Tpitov to mEpac θεατεον EV TO νῷ yap Kao 
as It Abides in Itself by Virtue of Its Intellection , and possesses a Life which is Singular and is 

μενει EVOLTM κατὰ THVVONOI , καὶ EXEL Conv μιαν καὶ 
Eternal and The Same , It is Bounded and Limited ; for That which is Non-transitive and Stable 


CEL καὶ τῆν ALTNV , ὥρισται καὶ πεπερασταῖ : γὰρ το ἀμεταβατον καὶ το εστῶς 
belongs to The Limited Nature , and generally , insofar as This clearly Partakes of Number , 
EOTL TETEPACLEVNS φυσεῶς, και OAWS @v(c) TALTN SNAOVOTL μετεχει APLOLLOG 
It belongs to The Limited Nature . Now then, in the forth place , Time is Limit , both insofar as 


TOD περατος . τοῖνυν Tstaptov οχρονος TEPAG, και ὡς 
It proceeds according to Number , and insofar as It is The Measure of the circuits of the soul ; for 
προιῶν κατ’ ἀαἀριθμον. και OG LETPOV TOV TEPLOSOV YWOYLKOV : γὰρ 
in every case , The One that Measures , insofar as It Measures , and That which Defines others , 
πανταχου TO μετροῦν, Kado LETPEL , καὶ TO αφοριζον Ta aAAa, 
Partakes of The Cause of Limit , and is That which Measures and Defines them . In the fifth 
μετεχον τῆς αἴτιας TOD TEPATOG , EOTLV HETPNTIKOV καὶ αφοριστικον αὐτῶν... Πεμπτον 
place after these is The Circuit of The Soul , and whose cycle is Uniformly Completed , which is 


ETL τοῦτοις ἢ περιοδος TNS ψυχῆς, καὶ O κύκλος WOALTWS AMOTEAODLEVOG , EOTLV 
The Invisible Measure of all visible motions ; for The Circuit of Life Defines all 
APAVES HETPOV πασῶν TOV PALVOHEVOV κινήσεων : τῆς περιφορας CaTIKNS οριζεται TATA 
the evolutions of those that are moved by another . In the sixth place , The Motion of The Aether 
N AVEALEIC TOV ετεροκινητῶν : Εκτον ῃ κινησις Tov αἴθερος 
Subsists according to The Same and in The Same Place and about The Same (Center) by Limiting 


KOTO τὰ ALTA KALEV τῷ αὑτῷ καὶ περι TO ADTO περατοι 
in every way that which is disordered in material natures , and convolves them together into One 


πανταχοθεν το QTAKTOV τῶν ενῦύλῶὼν και ODVEALTTEL εις EVO 
Circle and is Itself Defined by Itself ; for Its Unlimited consists in its happening again and again , 
κύκλον καὶ αὐτὴ ὥρισται καθ᾽ ALTHV:YAP TO ATELPOV EOTLV EV AVTNS τῷ παλιν καὶ παλιν, 
but not because It does not Turn back on Itself , nor because It is infinite , in a straight line , nor 
αλλ’ ov T μη ανακαμπτειν ,OLdE OIG αἀπεῖιρον κατ᾽ εὐθειαν, οὐδ᾽’ 
does The Unlimited here also consist in Its being devoid of The Limit ; but The Single Circuit is 


TO απειρον κανταῦυθα ὡς ξστερημξνον περατος : δὲ ἡ μιὰ περιοδος EOTIV 
Unlimited because It happens often . Seventh , is The Unfailing Underlying Reality of The Ideas , 


OLMELPOG τῷ TOAAGKIG . Εβδομον ἢ AVEKAELATOG ὑποστασις τῶν εἰδῶν, AEYO 
I mean The Ideas/Forms in matter , and The Indestructibility of The Wholes (See Webster’s Conser- 


1123 AEyw TOV EVDAMV , και TO μῆδεν ἀαπολλύσθαι τῶν OAWV 

vation of Mass & Energy) , and because everything is defined ; particular things by common terms , 
και το TAVTA ὥρισθαι, τὰ μὲν εκαστα καθ’ τοις KOLVOIC , 

and parts by their wholes , shows the opposition of The Limit and The Unlimited in this realm ; 


τὰ OE LEPN τοις OAOIG , δεικνυσι τὴν αντιθεσιν TOL περατος προς TO ATELPOV ἐνταῦθα: 
for although generated natures change in unlimited ways , nevertheless their Forms are Limited 
YAP TOV γεννητῶν εξαλλαττομενῶν ATMELPAYMS , OOS TO εἰδὴ WPLOTAL 
and remain The Same , becoming neither more nor less . In the eighth place , all the Quantity that 


και διαμξνει TA ALTA, YLYVOMEVA UNTE TAEIM NTE EAATT@. Oydoo0v παν TO ποσον 
particularly appears in material natures may be called limited , just as Quality was previously 


LOLOG EV τοις ὑλικοις καλεβισθὼ TEPAS , καθαπερ TO ποῖον TPOTEPOV 
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said to be unlimited ; for It does not allow of the more and less , as Socrates says in the 
EAEYETO OTMELPOV : YAP οὐ ETLOEYETAL TO μάλλον καὶ NTTOV , ὡς Σῶώκρατης AEyel EV 
Philebus (240). In the ninth place , unqualified body as a Whole is limit ; for it is not unlimited 
Dino ‘ Evvatov αποιῖον σῶμα ὡς OAOV εστιν περας : γὰρ EOTL οὐ ATELPOV 
according to size , for it is extended to same extent as The All ; for it must be said to be as a 
Kata μεγεθος, αλλα οσον τοσοῦτον το παν : yap SEL λεγεσθαι 
Whole , the fundamental material itself of The All . In the tenth place , The Idea in matter Itself , 
ολον DLTMOKELLEVOV ALTO TOD παντος. AEKQTOV το ειδος EVDAOV QUTO , 
which holds together the matter and defines all around its indefiniteness and shapelessness , and 
ο κατεχει τὴν ὑλὴν και περιοριζει αὐτῆς το MOPLOTOV καὶ ἀμορφον, καὶι 
to which , some looking at solely , refer both The Limit and The Unlimited to matter and form . 
ElG ο τινες AMLOOVTEG HOVOV , AVAYOVOL TE TO περας και AMELPOV εἰς DANV καὶ ειδος. 
So many then , on the one hand , are the orders of The Limit ; for to sum up then , 
Tooavtat οὖν μὲν και αἵ ταξεις TOD περατος : γὰρ ὡς συλληβδην ειπειν, 
we shall see many different characteristics of these orders . 
θεωρήησομεν πολλας διαφοροτητας τουτῶν. 
It remains on the other hand , to examine how The One shall be called The Unlimited , 
Aoutov og ENLOKETTEOV OLTMS TO EV EIPNTAL απειρον, 
whether in the sense that we apply The Unlimited to Real Beings , in ἃ positive way , or in some 
TMOTEPOV ὡς AaUBAVOHEV τῆν AMELPLOV EV τοις οὐσιν, καταφατικῶς, TN πῶς 
other way . But if The Unlimited is described in this way , we would have to say that It is not 
aAA@s . AAA’ ει τὸ ἀπειρὸν = AEYOITO TPOG TOTO , Edel AEsYELV ALDTO οὐκ 
Unlimited much more so ; for in the case of every antithesis it is necessary that The One either be 
OLMELPOV HOAAOV : yap emt πασῆς αντιθεσεῶς αναγκαῖον το ὃν ῃ 
Exempt from both of the opposites and not be either of them , or that It should rather 
εξαιϊιρεισθαι AUMOTEPHV TOV αντικειμενῶνκαι μή ELVAL UNSETEPOV αὐτῶν, ἡ ALTO μαλλον 
be called by the name of The Superior ; for one must also apply The Indefinable/The Ineffable 
TMPOOAYOPELEDOAL TW OVOLOATL TOLD KPELTTOVOG : YAP YPN καὶ προσφερειν TO DOPLOTOV 
to That which is Best of all , but not that which is in any way inferior . In this way , there being 
TWO APLOTM TAVT@V , αλλ’ OL TO OMWOODV καταδξεστερον. Οὕυτῶς ovons 
an antithesis between The One in regards to The Multitude , we call That One , and between 
αντιθεσεῶς τοῦ EVOG πρὸς το πλῆθος, προσειπομὲν EKELVO EV, καὶ 
The Cause in regards to the effect , we name That The Cause ; for The Cause is Superior to the 
Q“ITIOD προς ALITLATOV, προσονομασομεν EKELVO αἴτιον : γὰρ TO αἴτιον KPELTTOV τοῦ 
effect , and The One to The Multitude . Thus it was necessary to call It either The Super Cause 
LEV GUTLATOD , dE TO EV τοῦ πληθοὺς. δὲ Nv AEOV ANOKAAELV ALTO ἢ καὶ ὑπερ αἴτιον 
and The Super One or Simply One and Cause , but not multiple and effect ; for to what entity 
και ULTMEPEV ἢ HOVOV EV καὶ αἴτιον, CAA μη πληθος καὶ αἰτιάτον γαρ τινι 
would we assign the more honorable terms , if we refer the worst of them to The One ὃ If then , 
OMOVELOLLEV TO OEUVOTEPA , ἀναπεμποντες TO YELPOVA αὑτῶν εἰς TO EV ; Εἰ TOLVDV 
The Limit were also Superior to The Unlimited , we would not apply to That a name derived from 
1124 to περας καὶ KPELTTOV TOL ATELPOD , οὐκ TPOGOLOOLEV EKELVM TO OVO απὸ 
The Unlimited ; for neither was it Lawful to apply names from the inferior column to That , 
TOD ATELPOD : YAP OVSE NV θεμις AVATELTELV τας επωνυμῖας απο TOL YELPOVOG εἰς EKELVO 
but rather , as we have also indicated before , by the negation of the better ; for 
αλλ’ οπερ καὶ ενεδειξαμεθα TPOTEPOV , κατα τὴν ἀποφασιν απο TOL KPELTTOVOGS : γὰρ 
The Unlimited , in this sense , is the same as not having any Limit , just as that which is partless 
TO OMELPOV τοῦτο ταῦτον τῶ οὐ EYXOVTLTEPAG, ὡς TO ἀμεριστῶ 
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is the same as That which has no parts , when we assign Partlessness to The One . But if The One 
TO δχονοῦ HEPN , OTAV ταττῆται TO ἀμερες EM1 TOD EvOG. SE Et Kat 
is not in any way derived from another Cause , nor is there some other Final Cause of It , 

μήποτε απ’ αλλῆς αἴτιὰς μῆητξ εστιν τι ἀλλο TEALKOV αἴτιον αὐτου, 
then It is reasonably Unlimited ; for everything is fulfilled , and obtains its proper end , 

ELKOTWG απειῖρον : YAP EKAOTOD περατοῦται, καὶ EOTL TOYYAVOV TOD OLKELOD τελοὺς 
from its Cause. Therefore , whether there is any Intelligible or Intellectual Limit , The One is 
απο TOL GITLOD . ODLV Eité ἔστι τι  VONTOV, ETE VOEPOV TEPAS, TO EV EOTL 
Beyond the whole series of The Limit . But if in the Laws (Iv-716c) , God is called The Measure 
ENEKELVA τῆς TAOS σειῖρας τοὺ TEpatos . de Ei ev Νομοις 080g λέγεται μετρον 
of all things , one must not be surprised ; for there , on the one hand , He is called The Measure 
TOVOAMV, YPN οὐ θαυμαζΐζειν : yap ξκξι μεν προσηγορεῦυται μετρον 
of all things , as being The Object of desire for all things and as being The Defining Limit for all 

TOVTOV , WS EdETOV παντῶν καὶ ὡς αφοριζον πασι 
things ; of their existence , and their power and their perfection ; but here , on the other hand , 
TE TO ELVAL καὶ τὴν δυναμιν και τὴν TEAELOTHTA, ἐνταῦθα δὲ 
The One Itself is shown to be Unlimited , needing no Limit or any other Measure ; for 
αὐτο δεδεικται ELVAL ATELPOV , SEOLEVOV οὐδενος TEPATOG οὐδξ ἀλλοῦ LETPOD , YAP 
all relations as Itself in relation to Itself are denied of It in this place . Therefore , It is Unlimited , 
παντα ὡς αὑτοῦ προς ALTO αποφασκομξνα δια TOLT@V. ODV Απειρον 
by being Superior to All Limit ; for there is no Limit within It , in relation to Itself ; for It has no 
OG Ὁπὲερ παν περας: YAP ἔστιν οὐδεν TEPAG EV ALTO προς ALTO: γὰρ οὐδε 
beginning , as we said , nor middle , nor end . Hence , we must consider This Unlimited as being 
apyn, καθαπερ ξιπομδν, οὐδὲ μεσον, οὐδε TEAOG. Οθεν ἡμεῖς NYOMEV τοῦτο TO ATELPOV εἰς 
the same as That which has no extremities , just as That which is Partless is to That which has no 
ταῦτον TO ἔχειν LIN] EOXYATA, ὡς TO ἀμερες τῷ EXELV μη 
parts , and we say that we deny of The One the having of extremities , because of The Unlimited , 
μερη , KO λέγομεν ἀαποφασκεσθαι EKELVO EXOV TA EOYATA διὰ τουαπειρου, 
For neither any power (Potential or Actual) , nor indefinite multitude , nor any other of those qualities 
unte  dvvapiv UNTE αἀοριστον πληθος, μητ’ τι AAAO τῶν 
that are signified by The Unlimited , must be assigned to The One , but only that It is Limited by 
ONHOLVOLEVWV LTO TOD ATMELPOL , αναπεμποντες εἰς TOEV, αλλα TO OPICOLEVOV παρ᾽ 
no other , nor does It have Its Own beginning or end , which we call the extremities of those that 
οὐδενος, οὐδὲ ἔχον TNOLKELAV APYNV ἡ TEAELTHV, AMEP AsyETAL EOYATA τῶν 
have them ; therefore , we only assign this to The One, in conformity with those names which 
EXOVTMV ALTA : HOVOV ἀναπξμποντες E1C TO EV, ETOMEVOG τοις 
will be affirmatively demonstrated in the Second Hypothesis . 
καταφατικῶς δεικνύμενοις ὃν TH δεύτερα ὑποθεσξι. 


Parmenides: Accordingly then , it also possesses no figure , 

apa καὶ OVED σχηματος: 
for it will neither participate of The Circular nor of The Straight . 
1376 yap αν οὔτε HETEYEL OTPOYYLVAOD οὔτε ev0E0c 
Aristotle: How is this the case ὃ (πὼς ;) 


Therefore on the one hand , he first removes The Many from The One ; and this , as 


1125 οῦν LEV Πρῶτον αφειλὲ TA πολλὰ TOD EVOG , τοῦτο ὡς 
if from our common intuitive notion . But in the second place , on the other hand , he removes 
ὡς απο κοινῆς δννοιας : δεύτερον δε 
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The Whole and the having of parts ; and this because The One is not many . In the third place , 
TO OAOV καὶ TO EXOV HEP , TOL τοῦτο δια TO EV ELVAL UN πολλα: TPLTOV 

not having beginning and middle and end ; and this , because It did not have parts (but besides 
μη EXELV ἀρχὴν καὶ μεσον KALTEAOG, τοῦ τοῦτο διὰ μηξχειν μερηί oe 

this assumption , there follows the Porism that It is Beyond both The Limit that is coordinated 
TOVDTO ἔλαβον ὡς EMOLEVOV πορισμα OTL EMEKELVA και TOV TEPATOG ἔστι TOV συντεταγμενοῦ 
with parts and which makes possible the possession of extremes . But The Limit is twofold ; as 


τοις μερεσι KL ποιοῦντος τὸ ἔχον ἔσχατον: SE τοπὲᾶερὰᾶὰς SITTOV, ὡς 
beginning and as end) . Now in the fourth place , he removes the straight and the curved , which 
APXN και ὡς TEAOG) : VOV TETAPTOV avaipet toEevOv καὶ περιίφερες, OEP 


also in the Second Hypothesis , he will rank after the possession of extremes and the possession 
και Ev TH devtepa ὑποθεσει TASEL μετὰ TO ἔχον EOXYATOV KOLTO ἔχον 
of beginning , middle and end . But before he demonstrates the fourth by a formal argument , 
APYNV καὶ μεσον Kal τελεύτην.. dE Πριν αποδειξη το TETAPTOV GDLAAOYLOTIKM@S , 
he begins by stating the conclusion with the words , “Accordingly then , it also possesses no 
MPOQYOPEVEL TO συμπερασμα AEYOV , apa και ανεὺ 
figure”; for intellectual insights should lead/precede formal arguments based upon knowledge , 
σχήματος : γὰρ τας νοερας επιβολας δει ἡγεῖσθαι TOV συλλογισμῶν ETLOTHLOVIKOV , 
since Intellect also Comprehends The Archetypal Sources of knowledge . Therefore , on the one 
ETELON] ονοὺς καὶ περιξχξι TAG ἀρχας τῆς EMLOTHUNS. οὔν μεν 
hand , the pre-assumption of the conclusion imitates The Immediate Insight of The Intellect ; but 
ἢ προληψιῖς τοῦ συμπεράσματος Μιμειται THY ABPoav επιβολὴν Tov νοῦ: 
on the other hand , the leading-up by means of formal arguments represents the unfolding of 
δε NY ayoyn δια TMV συλλογισμῶν τὴν AVEALELV της 
knowledge , which proceeds forth from The Intellect. And observe how the conclusion is 
ETLOTNUNG τὴν MPOCEPXYOMEVHV ATO TOD VOD. Kat opa οπῶς TO CDUTEPAGHA EOTL 
more general than the formal arguments , for on the one hand they take separately the straight and 


KOLVOTEPOV TOV συλλογισμῶν: yap μεν οιαπολαβοντες χώρις το εὐθὺ και 
separately the round and thus construct their proof , whereas on the other hand , it simply assumes 
χῶρις TO στρογγύλον OLTM ποιοῦνται τὴν ATOSELELV , δε TO ATAWS τιθεται 
that The One is without shape . Therefore , on the one hand, this is clear , but now let us discuss 
TO EV ELVAL OAVED σχηματος, ODV LEV Τοῦτο δηλον : de nbn AsyouEv 
these concepts. Surely then , these are the common shapes of all those that have extension ; for 
περι αὐτῶν. δηοῦν ταὐτὰ ἔστι κοινα Edy παντῶν τῶν διαστηματῶν : γὰρ 


we also distinguish lines into straight and circular and mixed , and in the same way , surfaces 

καὶ SLALPOLHEV TAG γραμμας TO ELOEL KAL περιφερει καὶ μικτῶ, και MOALTMG τας επιφανειας 
and solids , except that on the one hand , straight and curved lines are without shape , whereas 
καὶ τὰ OTEPEA, πλὴν OTL μὲν TO EV EDOD και περιφερες γραμμας EOTL ACYNUATLOTOV , 
on the other hand , those found in surfaces or solids are receptive of shape . Thus some are called 


δὲ TO EV ENLPAVELAIG ἡ OTEPEOIG δστι δεκτικον σχηματος : δε TA μὲν καλειται 
straight-lines , and the others curved-lines , and the others , a mixture of these two. Therefore , 
ev0ea γραμμικα,, ta δὲ TEpLbEpN γραμμικα,, TE SE μικτα εκ TOLTOV. οῦν 


Plato seems to be taking-up these in fact ; such that exhibit shape , but not if they are only 
o Πλατῶν Εοικεν παραλαβειν ταῦτα ,ooa Eottv δηλώτικα GYNMATOV, AAA’ οὐκ El LOVOV 
lines that are straight or curved without shape ; for The One has already been declared and shown 


1126 τι εὐθὺ ἡ περιφερες ἀασχηματιστον : γὰρ TO EV non εἴρηται Kat SESELKTAL 
not to have any Limit , so that this type of straight that is being denied of It here , must be that 
UN sXOV TEPATA, WOTE τοῦτο TO EvOL αποφασκεσθαι αὐτοῦ δει TO 
rt 
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which has Limits ; but such is , that which has shape ; for here , he understands by Limits , Those 
EXOV TEPATA : SE τοιοῦτον TO εΣσχηματισμξνον : YAP λαμβανει περατὰ THA 
that are Comprehensive of those that they limit , which is only so , with those that have shape . 
περιληπτικα τωνπεπερασμενῶν,, α μονοιῖς ON] , τοις ὑπαρχξι εσχηματισμξνοις. 
And certainly in other respects also the accuracy of his words is worthy of admiration . For he 
Και μὴν τὴν αλλὴν xa ακριβειαν τῆς λεξεως αξιον θαυμαΐζξιν: yap 
did not say that it was neither straight nor curved (for he has not yet concluded , that it is without 
OD ElME TO ELVAL UNTE EVOL NTE OTPOYYLAOV (YAP τοῦτο OLTW συνήγαγεν, OTL EOTL AVED 
shape ; for what would prevent it from having any one of the intermediate shapes , for example , 
OXNUATOS, YAP TL EKWADLE EXELV τι τῶν μεσῶν σχηματῶν, οιον 
a cylinder or a cone or some other of the mixed shapes?) , but that It neither partakes of the 
κυλινδρον ἡ κῶνον ἢ τι AAAO τῶν LUKTOV ἢ), δε αὐτο μητε μξτεχξιν 
straight nor of the curved. For if we were also to give It a shape from one of the mixed shapes , 
εὐθεος μητε στρογγύλου... yap ει Και δοιημεν αὑτῷ OYNHA τι τῶν μικτῶν, 
It would partake of both of these . Thus I mean that if we were to enquire whether nature is either 
μεθεξει AUMOTEPO@V TOLT@V: SE AEYM δι CNTOLEV TOTEPOV ἡ φυσις εστιν 
white or black , if then on the one hand , I show that it is neither white nor black , it has not yet 
λεικον ἡ HEAQY , EL μεν δειξαιμι QUTNV OLOGY LNTE AELKOV UNTE HEAGV , OLDTM 
been demonstrated that it is entirely without color . But on the other hand , if I show that it neither 
SESELKTAL οτι EOTLV παντῶς AYPOLATOG : de él OTL NTE 
partakes of the white nor the black , it has been shown that it is entirely without color ; for if it 
LETEYEL AEDKOD NTE μελανος, SESELKTAL οτι παντῶς ἀχρῶώματος : yap 
were also to make use of the median colors , it would partake of both of these colors , since 
και χρῶνται τα μεσα τη μεθεξει ἀαμφοτερὼν TOLTO@V YPOLATOV , ETELSN 
the median colors are derived from the extremes . Therefore , he also declares that The One does 
τὰ LECH εκ TOV AKPOV . ODV καὶ Αὐτος ETO το EV 
not partake of the curved and the straight , in order that It may not possess neither of these nor 
μη HETEYELV στρογγύλου και EvOEOG , wa UNTE EXN μηδετερον TOLTOV ENTE 
any of the intermediate shapes , the possession of which would necessarily entail the partaking 
undev TOV HEOMV , TO EYXOV α αναγκαῖον μετειλήηχξναι 
of these . For the cone and the cylinder also entirely possess some extremities and a beginning 
τουτῶν. YAP ο κῶνος καὶ ο κυλινδρος Kat παντῶς EXEL τινὰ EGYATA καὶ ἀρχὴν 
and an end , because these in some way partake of the curved and of the straight , so that 
και TEAEDTHV , SLOTO ταῦτα πῶς PMETEXEL TOV στρογγύλου καὶ τοῦ εὐθεος, ὥστε 
the argument which does away with these and of the participation of these , also does away 


0 λογος OVALPOV ταῦτα καὶ τὴν μεθεξιν TOLTMV καὶ OLVAVALPEL 
with the participation of the intermediate and the extreme shapes . And surely this is also clear , 
τὴν μεθεξιν τῶν μεσὼν KAL EOYATOV . Και μὲν dn τοῦτο και δηλον, 


that this conclusion is more particular than the one before it ; for if something partakes of shape , 
OTL τοῦτο TO ODUMEPAGHA EOTLV HEPLKWTEPOV TOD TPO ALTOD:YAP El Tl μετεχει OXYNHATOG, 
it has both ends and a middle ; however , it is not the case that all that has ends and a middle 

καὶ EXEL AKPA καὶ μέσον: [PEVTOL ov παν TO EXOV AKPA καὶ μεσον 
already partakes of shape ; for a line can have ends and a middle , and so can number 

NON μετεχει σχήματος : YAP YPALLNV δυνατον EXELV καὶ AKPA καὶ μεσον, καὶ APLOLOV 
and time and motion in the same way , all of which are surely without shape . Accordingly then , 


καὶ YPOVOV καὶ KIVNOLV OLO1MS , TAVTA α EOTIV dN ἀσχηματιστα. apa 
this conclusion is more general than that of partaking of shape ; for which reason this conclusion 
τοῦτο EOTL μάλλον Καθολικῶώτερον ἢ TO HETEXELV σχηματος : διο τοῦτο 
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does away with the partaking in shape along with itself . But this is not the cause of the denial 
1127συναναῖρει TO HETEXELV σχηματος καὶ EAVTH :AAA’ TOVTO οὐχι αἴτιον τῆς ATOPAGEDS 
of that . And surely then , the transition from shape to the circular and the straight 
EKELVOD . καὶ UNV ἄλλα ἢ μεταβασις απο TOLD σχηματος ENL TO OTPOYYLAOV και EvOD 
is entirely reasonable ; for on the one hand , it was also possible to deny shape in general of The 
γέγονεν πανὺ ELKOTWG: YAP μὲν NV καὶ δύνατον ἀποφησαι TO σχημα KABOAOD τοῦ 
One , by demonstrating that shape has limits and a boundary , but on the other hand , The One 
EVOG , EVOELEALEVOV OTL TO HEV σχημα EXEL περας καὶ OPOV , δὲ το ἕν 
is in no way receptive of any Limit or boundary ; but Plato was willing to conduct his discourse 
EOTLV οὐδενος SEKTIKOV TEPATOG οὐδὲ OPOD : αλλα βούλεται προσαογεῖν τον λογον 
from Above , according to the two co-ordinations ; and so he takes from the beginning after The 
avavev κατὰ τας δυο σύυστοιχιας, KAaLOLTM@s ελαβὲ εξ. ἀρχῆς μετα τα 
Many , The Whole and the parts , and again extremities and middle , and in turn straight and 
πολλὰ TO OAOV KOL TO μερη. καὶ παλιν ακρα καὶ μεσον, καὶ παλιν εὐθὺ και 
curved , and then again That which is In-Itself and In-Another , and in turn after that , That which 
στρογγύλον, καὶ αὐθις το εν αὐτῷ και εν αλλω, και εφεξης το 
is At-rest and In-Motion , and through this assumption he shows that The One is none of them . 
EOTAVAL καὶ κεισθαι, καὶ δια της TALTNS ANWEWS ἐνδεικνύμενος OTL TO EV EOTL οὐδεν TOUTOV : 
For it is not possible for It to be both of these pairs of opposites (for It could not still remain One , 
YAP OVTE SLVATOV ALTO ELVALALOM@ TA αντικειμένα (YAP GV οὐ ETL EVOL EV 
according to the hypothesis) , nor could It be either of these ; for then it would have an element 
κατὰ τὴν ὑποθεσιν)ὴ, οὔτε TO ETEPOVTOLT@V: γὰρ αν EXEL τι 
which was at war in some way and opposed to Itself ; but The One must be prior to all antithesis , 
μαχομδενον πῶς KOL AVTIKELLEVOV EALTA : OE TO EV SEL ELVAL TPO πάσης AVTIBEGENG , 
or It could not be The Cause of all ; for It could not be The Cause of that to which it is opposed . 


N AVOVEIN αἴτιον TAVTOV : γὰρ ov και το ὧν αντικειμένον. 
Therefore , it is reasonable that he should proceed according to The Two Series of Real-Beings , 
ODV ELKOTOG προιὼν Kata τας δυο σειρὰς τῶν οντῶν 


moving-on from shape to the curved and straight , and in so proceeding , should so construct 
LETHAVE ATO TOL GYNUATOG ETL TO στρογγύλον Kal εὐθὺ, καὶ οὕτω μετελθὼν TETOLNTAL 
his argument , so as to deny of The One along with these also every other shape , by employing 
TOV AOYOV , ὡς AV ἀποφησειξ TOD EVOG μετὰ TOVT@V καὶ ATAV αλλο GYNHA , χρησάμενος 
their participation , which also belongs of all mixed shapes. Therefore on the one hand , these 


τῷ μξτεχειν, O καὶ ὑπαρχεξι τοῖς μίκτοις TOV σχηματῶν. ODLV μεν Ταῦτα 
comments concerning the text have been made by us ; but on the other hand , since he has also 


περι τῶν AECEMV ELPNOOW NIV: δὲ ἐπειδὴ και 
described in the Phaedrus (247c) The Intelligible Summit of The Intellectual Realm , which he 


EkaXrsoev ev Φαιδρω τὴν νοητὴν ἀκροτητα τῶν νοερῶν , NV 
there called The Super-Celestial Place , as being Colorless , Shapeless, and Untouchable , 


EV EKELVOLG TPODELPNKEV LTEPOLPAVLOV TOTOV , AXYPOLATOV καὶ ἀσχηματον καὶ AVAdN , 
must we say that both that order and The One are similarly Shapeless , or in a different way , 


APA PATEOV TE τὴν EKELVNV TAELV καὶ TO EV ELVAL ὡσαύτως AOXNLMATLOTOV , ἡ AAAOV τροπον 
and if so , in what way ? By no means, for neither is the same type of negation used on That 


και τινα τοῦτον ; yap Οὐδὲ ο AVTOG τροπος TNS ἀποφασεῶς EN EKELVNSG 
Order and for The One . For Plato indeed denies some things of That Order , but affirms others . 


TE KOL TOL EVOG. γὰρ HEV αἀπεφησε TO LEV Εκεινῆς, δὲ κατεφησε τα: 
For he also described It as Essential-Being , and as Truly Existent and is visible only to Intellect ; 


γὰρ καὶ εἰπε ALTNV OLOlaV , καὶ οντῶς οὐσᾶαν καὶ θεατὴν μονὼ [va] 
td 


91 


The Pilot of the soul , and that The Genus of True knowledge Subsists around It , because 


1128 κυβερνητη ψυχῆς. καὶ TO γενος της ἀαληθοὺς επιστημῆς ειναι περι AVTHV , SLOTL 
there is also a another Realm (The Intelligible) Prior to It. And 50, It Transcends some attributes , 


και αλλην προ αὐτῆς: καὶ μὲν εξηρητο τῶν 
while on the other hand It partakes of others . But he denies all attributes of The One , and asserts 
δὲ QUTN μετελαγχανε TOV . δὲ ἀαποφασκει παντα Tov EVOG, δὲ καταφασκει 


none ; for none existed prior to The One ; thus It similarly Transcends All of The Real Beings . 


οὐδὲν : YAP οὐδὲν NV TPO TOV EVOG , GAA ομοιῶς EENPNTO παντῶν TOV OVTOV. 

Therefore , the way in which this attribute is denied is indeed different , and if you wish , he does 
OvV τροπος ὁ TNS αφαιρεσεῶς γε Ετερος , καὶ εἰ βουλδι 

not treat the names themselves in an inferior way , by on the one hand , elegantly and reasonably 


μη MPOGEYXELV τοις OVOLLAGLV αὑτοῖς TAPEPYAS , μεν ευρήσεις εικοτὼῶς 
thus calling That Intelligible Summit of Intellectuals , Shapeless , whereas on the other hand , 
ODTHOL KEKANLEVIV EKELVV ασχηματιστον, δὲ 

that The One partakes of no shape . Thus , these descriptions are not identical to each other , 


TO EV μετέχον ODSEVOG σχηματος: SE τοὐυτῶν ἔστι οὐ ταῦτον EKATEPOV τῶ λοιπῶ, 
just as the partless is not identical with that which has no part. Therefore , in the same way , 


καθαπερ TO ἀμερες οὐδε τῷ ἔχειν UNSEV μερος : ODV κατὰ τον AVTOV τροπον 
he described That Essential-Being as shapeless , while he describes The One as partaking of no 


προσειρῆκε EKELVTV τὴν OVOLAV LEV ἀσχηματιστον, OE TO EV HETEXOV UNSEVOG 

shape . And if one must state these views explicitly , then on the one hand , That Essential-Being , 
σχηματος.. Εἰ det ειπειν τὰ SoKovvta διαρρηδην, οῦὔν μὲν EKELVYV ; 
inasmuch as It Produces Intellectual Shape , may be described as Shapeless , since it belongs to It 


ATE TO TAPAYOLGA VOEPOV σχημα, ELPNTAL ACYNUATIGTOS, ὡς υπαρχοῦυσα 
to be in every way Superior to Intellectual Shape , and as being The Generative Cause of such 


TOVTEAMS KPELTTOV αὐτοῦ καὶ ὡς YEVVYTLKN] τοὺ τοιοῦτου 
Shape . But was It not Subordinate to The Intelligible Shape ; for The Intelligible Intellect also 
σχήηματος.. AAA’ apa nv Ovde υφειμενη TOD νοητοῦ GYNUATOG : YAP O VONTOSG νοὺς καὶ 
Comprehends The Intelligible Causes of shape and of The Whole and of The Multitude and of 


TEPLEXEL τας VONTAG αἴτιας TOD σχηματος καὶ TOD OAOD καὶ TOD πληθους και 
All Beings . And on the one hand , of Shapes , some are entirely Unknowable and Inexpressible , 


TOVTOV: και μεν OXNLATA EOTL TAVTN αγνῶστα καὶ appnta, 
which are first unfolded into Light from The Intelligible Realm , being only Knowable to The 
ὧν APYETAL ἢ EkbAVOIG ATO TOV νοητῶν, μονῶ γνώριμα τῷ 
Intelligible Intellect , and if in Others (The Gods) , there is Something Similar , as it is the case ; 
νοητῷ va , KQLEV αἀλλοις n TL TOLODTOV , ὥσπερ EOTL ODV , 
Its Presence in All of The Gods comes from That Intelligible Intellect . On the other hand , other 
τῶν μετ᾽ EKELVOV πᾶσιν TOV θεῶν EYKELTAL απ’ εκεινου ᾿ δὲ 
shapes , are knowable and expressible as properly belonging to The Powers of The Gods , but not 
τα γνῶστα καὶ ρητα προσήκοντα ταῖς δυναμεσι τῶν θεῶν, AAA’ οὐχι 
to Their Hyparxis/Essential-Being , by Virtue of which They possess The BEING of Gods , and 
ταῖς αὐταῖς ὑπαρξεσιν , κατα ας EXOLOL TO ξειναι θεοι., καὶ 
Their Intellectual ESSENCE/SUBSTANCE , through which (Powers) They are Revealed to the 
ταῖς νοεραῖις οὐσιαις : δι’ ὧν EKQOLVOVTAL τοις 
intellectual eyes of souls. Therefore , The Intelligible Intellect Comprehends The Unitary and 


VOEPOLG ομμασι TOV ψυχῶν. dE O VONTOGS νοῦς περιξιληφε τὴν EvOELON καὶ 
Single Cause of all These Shapes and Powers , but The Super Celestial Place , being The Summit 


μιαν OUTLAY παντῶν Τουτῶν , δὲ OLTEPOLPAVLOG τόπος, ὧν αἀκροτατος 
rt 
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in The Intellectual Realm , is The First Cause of All Intellectual Shapes , as we show in our 


εν τοῖς VOEPOIG , ἔστιν ἀρχή παντῶν τῶν νοερῶν σχηματῶν, ὡς ἐνδεικνυμεν 
commentary on the Phaedrus . For which reason , The Super Celestial Place is Shapeless , but 
εξηγοῦμενοι tov Φαιδρον.  Atomep μεν ασχηματιστος, 

on the other hand, It is not absolutely Exempt from all shape ; by having proceeded , on the one 
1129 δε EOTL οὐχ ATAWS EENPNUEVN παντος σχημᾶτος: προήηλθε LEV 
hand , by Virtue of The Summit of the Father , and His Inexpressible Symbolic Covenant ; but on 


κατα τὴν AKPOTHTA τὴν TOV πατρος, καὶ αὑτοῦ APPNTOV το σύνθημα 
the other hand , It is Subordinate to The Shapes within The Father . The One, on the other hand , 


SE ἔστι καταδξεστερος TOV σχηματῶν εν αὐτῷ. To ὃν δὲ 
is Perfectly Established Above The Whole Kosmic-arrangement of shapes , both The Hidden and 


TEAEWG υπεριδρυται παντος TOL SLAKOGHOD TOV σχηματῶν TE TOD κρυφιοὺ και 
The Intellectual , by Transcending all Shapes , both Unknown and Known . But what distinction 


TOD VOEPODL, EENPNTAL TAVTOV TOV σχηματῶν TE AYV@OTOV καὶ γνώστων. δε Τινα Stadopav 

there is between These , is known to those who have come to silently listen to The Gods , and that 
EXEL ταῦτα  , EOTLYVMPLLLOV τοις ALTOIG YEVOLEVOIG UTNKOOIC TOV θεῶν, καὶ OTL 

Plato also knew those shapes , we have shown elsewhere . For which reason it is reasonable that 

Πλατῶν Kou olds EkElva τὰ σχηματα,, δεδειχαμεν δι᾽ αλλῶν λογῶν. Διοπερ εικοτὼς 

he should say that The One partakes of no shape . For both The Intelligible Cause of Shapes and 


AEYEL TO EV HETEXELV ODSEVOS σχηματος : YAP καὶ ἡ VONTY AITLA TOV σχηματῶν και 
The Shape of Intellect are Subordinate to The One. Accordingly then , it is not the same to be 
TO OXNUA VOEPOV DOELTAL TOD EVOG : apa ἔστι οὐκ ταῦτον TO 
Shapeless as it is to have no shape , just as it is not the same to be partless as it is to have no part , 


ασχηματιστον τῷ EXELV UNSEV OYNUA, MG OVLSE TO AMEPLOTOV TH EXELV μηδεν μερος, 
just as it has been said above . 


καθαπερ TPOELPNTAL . 


Parmenides: For the circular is indeed that in which the extremities 
137e στρογγύλον EOTL YE τοῦτο οὐ τὰ ἔσχατα 
should be in every way equally distant from the middle . 

AV πανταχῇ TOL 1GOV ATEXN AMO TOV μέσου. 
Aristotle: Yes . (Nat .) 
Parmenides: And the straight is indeed that in which the middle 


Kat sv0v ye μὴν ἢ οὐ το LEGOV 
is situated in line with both the extremes ? 


πιπροσθεν αμφοιν TOLV EOYATOL . 
Aristotle: It is so . (ovt@< .) 


Concerning this use of the straight and the circular , and concerning how the above words 


τοῦτο Το εὐθὺ Kal το στρογγύλον, καὶ ETL οπὼς 01 ρηθεντες AOYOL 
truly reflect Divine Concerns , it is also clear that one must not hear them in any pedantic way , 


ETAANVELOVOLV TOV DELWV TPAYLATOV,KAL SNAOV ὡς οὐ AKOVOTEOV ταῦτα μαθηματικῶς, 
but in a way that is suitable to The Contemplation before us . Therefore , some have already 


OAAQ πρεποντῶς τῇ θεώρια προκειμένη. ODV τινες Ηδη 
declared that this straight , on the one hand , refers to the unbending and the unchangeable 


ELPNKAGLV τοῦτο TO εὐθὺ μὲν ειναι TO QKALVEG καὶι TO OTPEMTOV 
of The Intellect , whereas on the other hand , the rounded , refers to Its turning back upon Itself , 


TOD VOD, og TO στρογγύλον TO ODVVEDOV εις ξεαῦτο 
rt 
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and Its Energizing about Itself . Thus , Parmenides commemorates this , in the words 
καὶ TO Evepyovv περι ξαῦτο. de οΠαρμενιδης μνημονεύει Τοῦτο, 


Like unto the mass of the sphere , 


ἐναλίγκιον OYKM@ σφαιρης, 
From The Middle , equally balanced in all directions , 


Meooo0ev LOOTAAES παντῃ 
Frag 8-40 


where he is referring to Being . On the basis of which , some also declare that through this 
αποφήηήναμενος  TOOV. Οθεν τινες και φασι δια της ταῦτης 
demonstration , Plato is reminding the Parmenides in the poems , that The One 
αποδειξεῶς tov Πλατῶνα ὑπομιμνήσκειν tov Παρμενιδην ev τοις ποιημασι, ὡς TO EV 
transcends every shape , both circular and straight . However , these interpretations are not 
EENPNTAL MAVTOG σχηματος περιφεροὺς καὶ EvDEOG . δὲ ταῦτα μὲν οὐκ 
accepted by us , as being divisive of the philosophy of the ancients and makes Parmenides 
αποδεχομεθα Huts διισταντα TIS φιλοσοφιας TOV παλαιῶν και ποιουντα τον Παρμενιδὴν 
himself , refute himself , and this , on the Platonic stage , upon which , there have been many 
1130 avtov κατήγορον eavton, καὶ ταῦτα ev Πλατωνική oKnvn, παρ᾽ Ἢ yeyovacw πολλαι 
declarations about Parmenides , proclaiming the reverence in which Plato held that man . 
avapprnosts tov Παρμενιδοὺῦ avaknpvttovoat to σεβας περι tov Πλατῶνος sKetvov τον avopa . 
And since one man is looking to one sort of One , while the other man is looking at Another , 
Kaiyap ο μὲν εις αλλο EV , o δε βλεπὼν εις αλλο 
when they deny or affirm the spherical shape of The One . But we interpret This Straight 
ATOPAGKEL ἡ KATAPACGKEL TO σφαιρικον ELSOG TOD EVOG : δὲ εξηγοῦμεθα τοῦτο TO εὐθὺ 
and This Round as referring to The Procession and The Return ; for Procession on the one hand , 
καὶ TO στρογγύλον κατα TE τὴν TPOOSOV καὶ τὴν ETLOTPOONV : YAP ἢ TPOOSOG μὲν 
may be seen as represented by The Straight , and This Straight also makes Its End from Itself . 
θεώρειται κατα το evOv τοῦτο καὶ TOLODHEVN τελος εαυτης. 
Therefore , every Intellectual Nature also Proceeds to everything according to The Straight , and 
ovv Εκαστον τῶν νοερῶν KOLTPOELOLV ETL TAVTA KOTO το εὐθυ, και 
every Intellectual Nature is Converted to Its own Good , which is surely The Middle in each ; 
EOTPATNTAL προς TO EALTOD AYAVOV , ο ἔστιν ON HEDOV EV EKAOTO , 
for which reason It is similarly embraced from every side , and presses together upon That , 
SLOTL ALTO ομοιῶς περιπτύσσεται TAVTAXOVEV , καὶ συνερειδει εἰς EKELVO 
all its own multiplicity and all its own powers , as upona Center. So then one might say that 
παν TO EALTOD πληθος καὶ πασας EALTOD TAG SOVALELG , WG KEVTPOV. τοινὺν Εἰ AEyoIS 
each of the Intellectual natures is round , on the one hand , by being in every way equally distant 
EKQOTOV τῶν νοερῶν ELVAL στρογγύλον LEV . ὡς παντὰ ισον απεχξιν 
from The Middle ; for all of their parts are equally United to their own Proper Good , and it is not 
απο TOL HEGOD : YAP MAVTA EALTOV TO LOOV NVMTAL προς TO OLKELOV ἀγαθον, καὶ OD 
the case , that Intellectual natures are in one respect more distant from It , but in another less , 

TY μὲν μάλλον αφεστῆκεν αὑτοῦ, THOE ἧττον, 
just as it is the case in our souls , one of the horses leads towards the good , while the other is 
καθαπερ τῆς ἡμέτερας ψυχῆς O HEV TOV ITTV AYEL προς TO aAyaBov , ο δὲ 
weighed down towards the Earth (Phaedrus 2470), whereas each one of the Intellectual natures , 

βριθει προς την γην ; αλλα 
in every way has an equal grasp of The Good Itself having as It does The Central Order . But 
πανταχοθεν ομοιὼς TEPLOPATTETAL αὐτοῦ ἔχοντος KEvTpob ταξιῖν : δὲ 
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the straight , of which the middle goes before the extremities , because surely it is in virtue of 


ev8v ob TO LEOOV επιπροσθουν τοις AKPOIG, OTL dy KOTO 
The Procession , that conditions/processes/qualities are distinguished from one another ; such as 
τὴν προοδον TO πραγματα χωριζεται αλληλῶν , 
that which proceeds , from that which remains , and the pluralized from the unified . 

TO TPOLOV απο TOD HELVAVTOG , καὶ το πληθύνομενον ATO TOD NV@PEVOD , 
And one would do right by applying these processes ; for if you care to look , you would discover 
αν AEYOIG ορθῶς EDTOYAGHEVWS TOV πραγματῶν : YAP El εθελοις KATLOELV , αν ELPOIG 
that it is Procession which distinguishes processes from one another , and which makes some 


ὡς EOTLV ἡ προοδος διακρινοῦσα TA πράγματα αλληλῶν , καὶ ποιοῦσα TH HEV 
first , some middle , and others last , and those that are middle have the power of distinguishing 


πρῶτα, TA SE μεσα,, TA OE TEAEDTOLA , καὶ τὰ LECH OVTA διοριστικα 
the last from the first , and are as it were , in front of them ; whereas The Process of Return , 


TOV TEAEVTALOV καὶ πρώτων, καὶ οἷον ELLTPOOVEV : δὲ Ἢ επιστροφη 

joins everything together again , and conjoins them into one , and leads them together to The One 
συνάπτει παντα παλιν, καὶ συνελισσει εἰς EV, καὶ συναγει προς TO EV 

common Object of desire of all beings . So then , each of these definitions/limitations also exists 


κοινον ἔφετον τῶν οντῶν. APM ξἕκατερος τουτῶν τῶν ορισμῶν καὶ ἔστιν 
in that Realm , of which The Intellectual Genera of The Gods Primarily Participate , as they 


1131 εν Eexetvoic , ὧν TO νοερὰ YEVN TOV θεῶν TPWTMG HETEXEL 
Proceed-forth and Turn-back upon Themselves , at-the-same-time ; for These Genera are 


[mpotovta καὶ [eniotpedovta] προς εαῦτα αμα :γαρ ταῦτα στι 
especially characterized by Their tendency to Turn-back upon Themselves . But secondarily , 
HOALOTA χαρακτηριζομενα τὰ κατα τὴν επιστροφην : δὲ δεύῦτερως 
from These , souls participate of the straight and the circular , as they proceed forward in a line , 


απο τοῦτῶν Al YOY OL LETEYOLOL TOU TE ευθεος καὶ TOD TEPLOEPOUG , TPOLOVOALL μὲν YPALLLKMG , 
but again turn back on themselves in a circle and return to their own First Causes ; then 


δε αὐθις κατακαμπτομεναῖι εἰς κύκλον και επιστρεφοῦσαι προς EALTOV τας αρχας : δὲ 
finally , the objects of sense also participate in them ; for there also exists in these , straight line 


ἐσχατῶς TA αἰἴσθητα yap καὶ ηδη EV τοῦτοις TA ευθυγραμμα 
figures extended in space and in ἃ partible way , and the spherical shape that is comprehensive 


OXNMATA διαστατῶὼς καὶ LEPLOTMS , KALTO OMALPIKOV ειδος TO TEPLANTTIKOV 
of all the kosmic shapes ; for which reason the Timaeus (54a-55c) has also given on the one hand , 


παντῶν TOV EYKOOHLOV σχηματῶν : διο ο Τιμαιος και μεν 
The Whole Kosmos a spherical shape , while on the other hand , by adorning Its five parts/roles 


TOV OAOV KOOHOV = EQHALPHOE_, δὲ KOATEKOOLINGEV ALTOD τας MEVTE μεριδας 
by means of the five figures , being the only ones that have equal sides and equal angles , and by 


δια TOV MEVTE OXNMATOV , OVTOV LOVOV lOOTAELPOV και ᾿τΙσογωνιῶν, καὶ ὦ 
inscribing all these figures within the sphere and within each other ; he makes clear that these 


εγγραψας TAVTA ALTA TH ObAIPA KAL αλληλοις : δηλον οτι ταῦτα 
figures come down from Above from Some Exalted Divine Order , since they have the capacity 


TO OXNMATA HKEL Av@VEV ATO TIVES ὑψήηλης θειας TAEEMs , οντα 
to arrange , All The Indivisible ; as Intellect does , and to organize divisible things as the Visible 


KOOUNTIK παντῶν TOV αμεριστῶν ὡς TOV νου, τῶν μεριστῶν WG τοῦ OPATOD 
Kosmos does , and to adorn those in the middle , as The Soul does . Then one may also see these 


κοσμου : τῶν μεσῶν ὡς τῆς ψυχης. δὲ καὶ θεῶρειν ταῦτα 
two processes in Generation ; the circular , on the one hand , according to the cycle of existence 


ta δὺο EV τη YEVECEL : TO περιφερες μὲν κατὰ τον κυκλον Εξεστι 
td 
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here (for generation also returns to itself cyclically , as is written in the Phaedo (70c)) , 
ἐνταῦθα (YAP ἡ YEVEOLG καὶ AVTATOSLSOTAL προς EAVTNV KLKAIKMS , ὡς γεγραπται εν Da1dpa) , 
whereas on the other hand , one may see the straight in the procession of each individual entity , 


δὲ TO ευθὺ KATA τὴν TPOOSOV EKAOTOD μιαν 
from its birth , to its decline , and the middle here , which is in front of the extremes , 
απο TNS YEVEOEWS ETL τὴν TAPAKLNV , TO μεσον TO ἀνταυθα επιπροσθεν τῶν AKPOV 
is its peak of development . For how [else] could one proceed [from one end of life] , to the 
ἡ αἀκμη > γὰρ τις [αλλῶὼς] αν αφικοιτο [ano θατεροῦ τῶν AKPwV] ETL το 
other , than through the middle , just as surely in the case of the straight line , the road from one 


etepov, [ἡ δια TOV μεσοὺ (T.Taylor)] καθαπερ SN καὶ επι τῆς EvVELAG ἡ οὗος απο θατεροῦ 
of the extremities to the other is through the middle ? So then , these processes penetrate down 


TOV AKP@V ETLTOAOITOV δια τοὺ μέσου; apa ταῦτα OLNKEL 
from Above ; from The Intellectual Realm as far as to the realm of generation , on the one hand , 


avavev απο τῶν νοδρῶν μξχρι τῶν γεννητων , LEV 
The Straight becomes The Cause of Procession , but on the other hand , The Circular of Return . 
το εὐθὺ γιγνομενον αἴτιον Tpoodov , δὲ το περιφερες επιστροφης. 
If then , The One neither proceeds from Itself nor turns back to Itself , because both that which 


Εἰ TOWDV , TO EV μητε TMPOELOLV A EALTOD LTE επιστρεφει προς EALTO , OTL TE TO 
proceeds is secondary to that which produces , and that which turns back is in need of That which 


1132 mpotov εστι SELTEPOV TOD TAPAYOVTOS και TO ETLOTPEMOV EVOEEG του 
it is striving for , it is clear that It partakes neither of the straight shape , nor of the round. And 


EdETOD . ONAOV@S WETEXEL OvTE ευὐθεος σχηματος, οὔτε OTPOYYDAOD : και 
how could It proceed , since It has not one creative first cause for Itself , either within Itself , nor 


TOG προῖοι YAP ἔχον UNSE μιαν ποιητικὴν ἀρχὴν EMLTOD , INTE EV EALTH NTE 
prior to Itself , in order that It may not be deprived of The One , by being second or dyadic ? Then 
TPO ALTOD , wa un στερηται tovevog ον devtEpov ἡ δοῦειδες ; δ᾽’ 
how could It return to Itself , since it has no end or object of desire ? Accordingly then , as it has 
TOG OV ETMLOTPEPOL ἔχον μηδὲν TEAOG KL EMETOV ; apa ως 
been demonstrated through these , that neither does shape belong to The One, since it has neither 
δεδεικται δια TOUTOV , οὐδε σχημα προσῆκει τῷ EVI EXOVTL μήτε 
end nor beginning . Thus , there is no need to enquire for what reason he demonstrated from the 
τελος μητε apynv. δὲ Ov det Cntew δι᾽ nv aitiav εδειξε απο τῶν 
types of shape ; from the round and the straight , that The One is Beyond all shape , 
ELOMV TOL σχηματος, τοὺ περιφεροὺς καὶ TOD ευθεος, TO EV EMEKELVA TAVTOSG GYNMATOG , 
but without first defining the type itself , for example , by laying down that shape is a limit 
αλλ’ οὐχι OPLOMLEVOG TO YEVOG ALTO, οἷον OTL σχημα EGTL περας 
that encloses something , or that which is enclosed by some boundary or more ; for he had 
ODYKAELOV Ἢ TO TREPLEXYOLEVOV ὕπο τινος ορῶν ἡ τινῶν : γὰρ αὐτῷ 
decided to proceed by means of opposites , and to show that The One Transcended these , and 
SESOKTAL TPOLEVAL δια TOV αντικειμενῶν, καὶ SELKVOVALL TO EV EENPNUEVOV TOLTOV , και 
by the use of that argument which is common to all , that it is neither possible for The One to be 
κατ᾽ EKELVOV TOV AOYOV OVTO KOLVOV ETL παντῶν, ὡς οὔτὲ δυνατον TO EV ELVOLL 
the worse of the two opposites , in order that It may not have anything better than It , nor can It be 


TO YELPOV TOV AVTIKELLEVOV, LV μη ἔχη τι KPELTTOV ss, οὔτε 
the better of the two , in order that It may not have any element that is antagonistic . Therefore , 
TO KPELTTOV . ινα un exn τι μαχομενον.. οῦν 

in this way he shows that It is Free from both the straight and the round , and you see again how 
Ovta@s δεικνυσι αὐτο καθαρον καὶ TOV ευθεος καὶ TOD TEPLOEPOUG , καὶ ορας TAAL OTM 
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he has also derived these conclusions from what has gone before ; that The One has neither 


και ταῦτα συνηγαγεν δια TOV προειρημξνῶν,, ὡς TOL EVOG ἔχοντος οὔὐτξ 
beginning nor middle nor end , by always demonstrating the secondary , by means of arguments 


APXYNV OVTE HEGOV OVTE TEAELTHV , HEL ἀποδεικνὺς τα δεύτερα δια 
of geometrical necessity , from those that are Prior to them , and over and above this , 


γεώμετρικαῖς AVAYKOQLIG TOV TPO αὑτῶν, KOLTPO τουτῶν 
by Imitating The Orderly Procession of The Real-Beings as They make Their descent , always , 


LLLOLDHEVOG τὴν EV TACELTPOOSOV τῶν OVT@V TOLODLEVOV τὴν ἀποβᾶσιν αξδι 
from The Primal , to The Secondary , and to the more particular . 


απο TOV TPWTWV προς τὰ SELTEPA και TOA LEPLKWTEPA . 


Parmenides: It is not the case then , that The One will possess parts and be many , 


οὐκοῦν TO EV ἂν EXOLLEPN καὶ αν ELN πολλ᾽, 
neither through participating of a straight nor of a rounded figure ? 
ETE LETEXOL Ev0E0G  ELTE περιφεροὺς σχηματος. 


Aristotle: Entirely so . (πανὺ μὲν οὐν.) 
Parmenides: Accordingly then, it is neither straight nor round , seeing that it has no part . 


apa στιν οὔτε εὐθὺ οὔτε TEPLHEPES , επεῖπερ EXEL οὐδε LEPN . 
Aristotle: 138 Quite rightly . (ορθως .) 


In these words he Completes The Whole Middle Order of The Gods that is called 


ev τοῦτοις Πεπληρῶται ἡ maoa μεσῃ ταξις τῶν καλουμδνὼῶν 
Intelligible-and-at-the-same-time-Intellectual ,since all the Processions within It have been shown 
1133 vontav TE και VOEPOV , πασῶν τῶν προοδῶν δν αὑτῇ δεδειγμενῶν 


to be ranked following after The One ,and as we have often said , to be dependent upon The One , 
TETOAYHEVOV TASE ETL TOD EVOG, και, ὡς πολλάκις ELMOLIEV , EENPTNLEV@V ATO TOD EVOG , 
if indeed negations ,as it has been demonstrated ,are the mothers of assertions. Accordingly then , 


ETELMEP αι ἀποφασεις, ὡς δεδεικται , εἰσι UNTEPES TOV καταφασεῶν. APA 
it is also reasonable that in these conclusions he should turn back the whole order into the one , 


και εικοτὼῶς EV συμπεράσματι επιστρεφῶν πασαν TAELV εἰς τῷ EV 
and ascend again as far as his first negations : for if The One had shape , It would also be Many ; 


ανειῖσι καὶ μεχρι TOV TPOTOV αποπεφασμενῶων: YAP El TO EV EXOL σχῆμα αν EIN καὶ TOAAG : 
so he joins shape to the many by the mediation of parts , then he shows that all these classes 


APA OLVATTEL TO σχῆμα τοις πολλοις δια TOV μερῶν, SE αποδεικνυσι TAVTA ταῦτα YEVY 
are secondary to The One. For such is the distinction in his mind of The Divine Orders , so that 
τὰ SELTEPA TOD EVOG. Τοσαύτη EDT διακρισις TAP’ ALTO TOV DELOV SLOKOGLLOV , ὥστε 
he did not tolerate joining the negations that follow unless he had first turned back This Order 


οὐκ AVEGYETO σύναψαι TAS ἀποφασεις EENS μη προτερον ETLOTPEYAS ταῦτην τὴν TAELV 
upon Itself , by both joining shape to the many , and by demonstrating the kinship of all 

εις EAVTIV, και συναψας TO σχημα τοις NOAAOLG, καὶ EVOELEALEVOG τὴν OLYYEVELAV ἀπαντῶν 
The Genera mentioned before . Therefore , in what rank of Real-Beings the straight and the 


TOV γενῶν TPOELPNLEVOV . ovv Ev ποιὰ taget τῶν OVT@V TO εὐθὺ KATO 
round exist, we shall learn more clearly in what follows, and that The Intelligible-and-Intellectual 


περιφερες ἐστιν, γνώσομεθα GAMEDTEPOV EV τοις EENS, καὶ OTL TO νοητὰ και νοερὰ 
Genera of Wholes extends as far as this realm . But now so much alone is clear , that we must not 


YEVN TOV OAWV LEY Pl tavtys . de Νὺν τοσοῦτον μονον δηλον οτι ἡμῖν Unde 
postulate this Order of The One , but must also see This Order as being derived from The One , 
θετεον TALTIS τῆς TAEEWS TO EV, ἀλλα καὶι ταῦτην TOAPAKTEOV GTN’ EKELVOD , 
just as it was also surely the case with The Others which have been dealt with before It . 
καθαπερ και én τας αλλας τας δξδιρημξνας προ αὑτῆς. (28 JAN 11) 
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